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CURRENT TOPICS. 

' _ Mk. Justick Wricut commenced on Wednesday last, in 

| (Queen’s Bench Court No. 7, the hearing of the cases connected 

with the work of Mr. Justice Vavanan Wii11ams, and will, it is 

ee continue such hearing during the absence of the 
judge on circuit. 


| & statute was 





Tue two prvisions of the Court 
pated, be able between them go 
in both lists that when the 
tion there will be no available cases for Court of Appeal No. 
and very few for Court of Appeal No. 1. 





Tux new Rutzs of the Supreme Court have now been issued 
with the signatures of the Rule Committee and the date 28th 
of November attached. They will be found to correspond with 
the draft we were enabled to publish last week, except as 
regards ord. 13, r. 15, which now runs: 


‘*2. Default of appearance to originating summons. 
or respondent to an summons to which an ai is 
required to be entered to appear within the time limited, the plaintiff 
or applicant may apply to the court or a judge for an appointment for 
the hearing of such summons, and upon a certificate that no appearance 
has been entered, the court or judge shall a) t a time for the hearing 
re such summons, “pon such ions (if any) as they or he shall think 

t.°* 


The italics indicate the changes which have been made. 


Where a defendant 





We print elsewhere a new set of Rules of the Supreme Court 
relating to proceedings under the Trustee Act, 1893. By rule 1 
all proceedings under the Act in the High Court are assigned to 
the Chancery Division. Rule 4 reproduces, with some simplifi- 
cation, the regulations relating to payment into court by trustees, 
and the corresponding - Orders are repealed. Rule 5 
remodels ord. 55, r, 13a, as to application by summons for the 
appointment of new trustees and for vesting orders, and in 
future it will be possible to obtain a vesting order on summons, 
although the trustees have been appointed out of court. Under 
this rule are now placed the rules (at present R. 8. O., ord. 55, 
r. 2 (4), (5), (8) ) as to application by summons where the fund 
in court does not exceed 21,000, application for a vesting 
or other consequential order in cases where a judgment or order 
has been given or made for the sale, conveyance, or transfer of 
any land or stock. 





Tu1s WEEK has been signalized by the &ppearance of a lon 
expected work. In July, 1892, we reviewed a book on the ioe 
ae practice relating to probate and administration, which 
contained frequent references to the ninth edition of Williams 
on Executors, and these references were explained in the preface 
as being due to the fact that the authors had been furnished 
with advance proofs of the new edition. We therefore assumed 
that the new edition had been in type for some time before July, 
1892, and concluded that no long time would elapse before it 
would be available for the practitioner. Alas! ‘‘Oft expectation 
fails, and most oft there where most it promises.” The autumn 
and winter of 1892 without the issue of the new edition ; 
spring, summer, and autumn of 1893 went over, and now, about 
eighteen months after the work may be assumed to have been in 
type, it is presented to the public. The learned judge who edits 
the work explains in his preface that he finished his work 
shortly before the Spring Circuit, and that, so far as he is con- 
cerned, the cases and statutes only come down to that date; but 
a list of monies of one and ee anne en ate is — 
coverin ee pages. It would appear, therefore, that during 
about rg ae cde must have been in process of alteration 
and correction, and that whenever during that long period a 
reported decision of a judge of the Probate Division occurred, or 

aff the subject, alterations were made 
in the proofs. Those proofs should be deposited in the British 
Museum as curiosities of abundant correction. 
/ 





Ove or THE new Rules of the Supreme Court which will 
probably attract most attention on the part of the profession 
and public is order 18 (a), which estab: a new mode of. 
trial—namely, trial without pleadings. Prior to the Judicature 
Act and Rules there were, indeed, no ings in ejectment ; 
but, since then, both ee an in such an 
action, have been required to conform in this yo og to the 

er 18 (4) is, 


ordivary practice. The substantial operation of 


|to adopt, for the settlement of High Court actions, a short 
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method of procedure which has hitherto been confined to the 
county courts, where, however, it has answered admirably. It 
is certainly true that in the High Court pleadings must often be 
a necessity, and that their total abolition would be a hazardous 
experiment. But it is to be noticed that, probably for this very 
reason, the new order does not abrogate pleadings, but merely 
enables a plaintiff at his option to proceed to trial without 
them, while reserving to the defendant the power to apply by 
summons for the delivery of a statement of claim. Where no 
—- are delivered, a defendant, relying on such special 

efences as set-off, counter-claim, infancy, coverture, fraud, 
Statute of Limitations, or discharge under the Bankruptcy Acts, 
must (as he is now obliged to do in the county court) give notice 
thereof to the plaintiff, together with the grounds and particulars 
insisted upon. It remains to be seen whether the new mode of 
trial will _saeelinadhe +n to High Court suitors. 





In tne case of Etherley Grange Coal Co, (Limited) v. Auckland 
District Highway Board (ante, p. 38), decided by the Court of 
Appeal on the lath of November, the appellants had in 1890 
opened a new colliery in the coal district of Durham, and carted 
large quantities of coal over a road which had not before been 
used for the cartage of coal, except to a slight extent for “land 
sale” purposes. The justices found that the traffic was extra- 
pope | and the weight excessive within the meaning of section 
23 of the Highways and Locomotives Amendment Act, 1878 ; 
but in the Court of Appeal the case was treated solely as one of 
extraordinary traffic. The argument for the appellants was 
narrowed down to this, that in cases of industrial traffic the test 
of what is extraordinary traffic is not to be merely the traffic on 
the Dog tage road in question, but that the actual user of other 
roads in the district must be looked at. So stated, the conten- 
tion was directly in the teeth of several decisions which were 
reviewed with approval in the judgment of Lord Justice Bowzn 
in Hill v. Thomas (1893, 2 Q. B. 333) ; and the Court of Appeal 
unanimously held that the case was governed by the decision in 
Mili v. Thomas, and fell within the very words of the definition 
there laid down. The case, however, presents two points of 
interest :—(1) Lord Justice Lorzs emphatically declared that he 
could not have concurred in the decision in Hil] v. Thomas, that 
he did not like the decision at all, and that to his knowledge it 
had created consternation in many of the English counties ; (2) 
Lord Justice Lorzs repudiated with much spirit, and, we think, 
with perfect justice, the views attributed to him by his 
colleagues in that case, and supposed to be discovered in certain 
expressions used by him in the Pickering case (8 Q. B. D. 59). 
It may be remembered that in Hill v. Thomas Lord Justice 
Bowen said :—‘“ It seems to us, with deference, that Lorzs, J., 
assumed without sufficient justification that the object of the 
Legislature was to prevent extraordinary traffic, whereas its 
only object is to throw en the person who causes such traffic the 
duty to pay for the damage it does the road.” ‘ With reference 
to that passage,” said Lord Justice Lorzs, ‘‘ all I can say is that 
such an idea never entered my head.”’ 





THE RECENT case of Field y. Field, before Kexewicn, J., raised 
the important question whether trustees are justified in depositing 
with solicitors the title deeds relating to the trust estate. Re- 
ge as a matter of mere deposit for safe custody, Kzxewicu, 

-» held that such a course would not be proper, and as to this 
there seems no doubt. A trustee may properly leave the title 
deeds in the hands of a co-trustee (Cottam v. Eastern Counties 
Railway Co., 1 J. & H. 248), but he is not at liberty to entrust 
them to the keeping of a stranger, unless the stranger is a bank 
or a safe deposit company, whose’ business it is to take charge 
of deeds. ‘The trustees are then protected by the rule that they 
may act according to the usages of ordinarily prudent men of 
business in the conduct of their own affairs (Speight v. Gaunt, 9 
App. Cas. 1). No doubt numerous clients do leave deeds with 
their solicitors; but this is because they have confidence in 
them, and not from any necessity. And if trustees act on the 
same principle, they do so at their own risk. But when the 
deeds telate to pro as to which frequent transactions 


are taking place, other considerations arise. They are left 





with the solicitor now, not merely that he may keep them 
safely, but that, by his -1E ready reference to them, 
business may be facilitated. This was the case in Field 
v. Field, where the deeds related to an estate which was 
being developed for building, and Kexewion, J. (if we may 
say so, with his usual common-sense regard to convenience), ac- 
cordingly declined to interfere at the instance of the equitable 
tenant for life, and restrain the trustees from leaving the deeds 
with their solicitor. It is obviously much more convenient that 
the deeds under such circumstances should be with the solicitor, 
than that for every reference to them a journey should have to 
be made to the bank where they are deposited. It would seem, 


| then, that trustees ought to keep deeds as a whole in their own 


custody or at a bank ; though as to any particular set to which 
reference has frequently to be made, these may properly be left 
with the solicitor. At the same time, the rule laid down by 
Kexewicu, J., is very elastic. The solicitor may do what is 
reasonable, and may advise the trustees as to what is reason- 
able. Possibly, then, there may be other cases in which deeds 
may be left with a solicitor, as where there are numerous sets 
belonging to the trustees, and reference to some one or other of 
them has continually to be made. Convenience here, too, 
requires that they should all be with the solicitor. 





In THE case of Re Borough Commercial and Building Society, 
which was before Court of Appeal No. 2 on Wednesday, a 
strenuous attempt was unsuccessfully made to induce the court 
to upset—at least, go counter to—a practice which it appears 
has existed in the office of the chancery taxing masters for half 
a cent The question, in its most naked form, was whether 
certain London solicitors were or were not agents of certain 
country solicitors. It appeared that a Huddersfield firm of soli- 
citors consisted of three partners, A., B., and 8., and a London 
firm consisted of three partners who were also A. and B., and 
one R. A. and B. had London certificates as well as certificates 
for practising in the country. The case arose in this way. A 
summons was taken out by the liquidator of the society against 
a Mr. W. for payment of a call of £5 per share by him as an 
alleged contributory of the society. The summons was refused, 
with costs, to be paid by the liquidator personally. After the 
order had been completed Mr. W.'s costs were duly carried in 
by Messrs. A., B., & R. as we for Messrs. A., B., & 8., of 

uddersfield, for taxation. The taxing officer declined to allow 
certain items—viz., close copies and term fees—on the ground 
that Messrs. A., B., & R. were not entitled to agency charges 
(though it was admitted that if they were entitled to agency 
chgrges these in question were properly such), but were to be 
treated as being themselves properly concerned as principals, 
inasmuch as the country firm and the London firm had each 
two common members. The registrar upheld his taxing clerk’s 
decision, and made his certificate eer A summons to 
review was taken out, but was dismissed by the judge in cham- 
bers, and subsequently by VaucHan Wrtu1ams, J., in court. 
From that decision the appeal was brought. It appeared that 
Vavenan Wituiams, J., had expressed a strong view that these 
costs ought to be allowed, but not felt himself at liberty, 
being himself comparatively new (as his lordship expressed 
himself) to chancery practice, to disregard what was represented 
to him as being the settled practice of the chancery taxing 
masters. What made the case all the harder was that, as it 
seemed, the work for which the disallowed items were charged 
was done, or chiefly done, by R., the one member of the London 
firm who was not a partner in the country firm: he was, more- 
over, responsible for a full share of the capital of the London 
firm, pane get entitled to a full share of its profits. The Court 
of Appeal, however, after ascertaining (to their satisfaction) that 
it was the settled practice of chancery taxing masters that 
cases of two firms having a common partner were not 
treated as agency cases at all, said it would be a serious 
matter for them to interfere with a practice which had 
gone on for half a century; a ice which was not a 
whim of the taxing masters, but had grown up on the old doc- 
trine that a could not be both principal and agent at the 
same time, and that firms having common partners could not sue 
one another—which had been the law up to quite recent times. 
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If any change of the practice was to be made—desirable as 
it might be—it must be done by the Rule Committee, and not by 
the court sitting judicially. As to rule 119 of Appendix N 
(Annual Practice, vol. 2), which provides that ‘close copies are 
not to be allowed as of course,” their lordships remarked that 
that rule only applied where agency existed, and was not meant 
to allow costs in non-agency cases. It should, perhaps, be 
added that counsel produced a case (unreported) in which it 
appeared that under very similar circumstances CHARLEs, J., in 
December, 1891, disregarded the established practice, but no 
reported case either for or against the practice was adduced, nor 
was it very likely that one should be adducible. 





Tux Covrr or Arrest on Thursday in last week, in Re The 
Duke of Cleveland’s Estate (reported elsewhere), had to construe a 
clause in a will which is understood to have been drawn by an 
eminent living conveyancer. The testator devised several 
estates belonging to him respectively to different tenants for 
life, and then he bequeathed to each tenant for life “all arrears 
of rents and profits arising from” the estates devised to him, 
‘and also all proportions of such rents and profits accruing due 
at the date of my death, though not payable till after, but so, 
nevertheless, that all outgoings of the hereditaments properly charge- 
able against such arrears and proportions, and not discharged iu my 
lifetime, shall be paid out of the arrears and proportions to be 
received by” the tenant for life. The question was, What was 
the meaning of the words which we have placed in italics? 
There was evidence that, during the testator’s lifetime, his 
different estates had their respective agents, who received the 
rents accruing therefrom respectively, and each of whom 
retained in hand that which he considered sufficient to pay 
rates, taxes, tithes, his own commission or salary, and what he 
thought would be required for repairs and wages. From time 
to time each agent remitted to the testator what money he con- 
sidered it unnecessary to retain, sending to him annually an 
account, with a cheque to balance it. The estates had for 


many years been thus managed, and were being so managed 
at the time when the testator died. Probably most large 
estates are managed in a similar mode. Mr. Justice 


Kexewicu held that the only “outgoings” which a tenant 
for life had to bear under the above clause were those 
recoverable by process of law as against or in respect of 
the hereditaments out of which the rents had been derived, 
such as rates, taxes, and tithe rent-charge. The Court of 
Appeal held that, in addition to the matters allowed by Mr. 
Justice Kexewicn, the agents’ remuneration due at the death of 
the testator, wages of workmen due at his death, and the cost of 
repairs incident to the proper management of the estate, as 
carried on by the testator in his lifetime, and due at the time of 
his death, must be borne by the tenant for life, though, of 
course, only by way of deduction from the arrears and propor- 
tions of rents bequeathed to him. He could not be called upon 
to pay anything out of his own pocket. If the arrears and pro- 
portions were not sufficient to pay the “ outgoings” thus inter- 
preted, the deficiency must be made good by the testator’s 
residuary estate. In short, the testator, while giving to the 
tenant for life the arrears of rent, and the apportioned part of 
rent up to the time of his own death, which belonged to himself, 
had made the gift subject to the discharge thereout of those 
outgoings which the testator would, had he lived, have paid 
himself in the ordinary course of the management of the estate. 
We understand that such a clause is in common use, and, if this 
be so, its interpretation by the Court of Appeal will be of value. 


ImporTaNT piscussions have taken place in the House of 
Commons upon clause 10 of the Local Government Bill, which 
deals with the rate out of which the expenses of parish councils 
are to be defrayed. The chief points at issue were as to the 
limit to be imposed upon the rating powers of the parish 
council and as to the incidence of that rate. As to power to 
levy a rate, the original proposal of the Government was to 
empower the parish council of their own authority to impose a 
rate of one penny in the pound, and, with the consent of the 


parish meeting and of the district or county council, to levy a 





rate to an indefinite amount. It was generally admitted that 
= —— Hope little to ay economy, and that a 
efinite limit ought to be assigned to the rati wers. 
Considerable difference of opinion waeol ate what tits limit 
should be, fourpence and sixpence being the sums suggested. 
Of these the latter was adopted. The ry ore rate is to 
include annual charges for money borrowed, but not—and this 
is an important exception — expenses incurred under the 
“adoptive Acts.” The clause runs thus: “A rate levied by a 
parish council for their expenses, other than expenses under 
any of the adoptive Acts, shall not exceed sixpence in the 
pound for any local financial year.” Taxation in rural parishes 
is quite high enough already, and it is to be hoped that the 
new bodies will not push their rating powers up to the extreme 
limit which the Legislature (so far as the Bill has yet gone) 
has sanctioned. At the same time, it must be remem that 
much of the taxation by parish councils will be in lieu of, and 
not in addition to, taxation by existing vestries, any of which 
can at this moment put any of the adoptive Acts in force in 
their parish, and can in other ways expend the money of the 
ratepayers for purposes which under the new scheme would be 
under the control of the elective council. As to the incidence 
of parochial taxation, suggestions were made, by those who 
favoured the principle that representation and taxation should 
go together, to make the parish rate a separate rate to be 
levied upon the parochial electors, or at least to give to owners 
of purely agricultural land the same favourable treatment as 
they now enjoy in the case of rates for “special expenses ” 
under the Public Health Act, 1875; and a third pro , in 
connection with the other two, was to exclude the application of 
the principle of ‘‘ compulsory compounding ”’ to the parish rate. 
None of "pu pro’ found favour with the committee, con- 
siderations of convenience and simplicity, both with regard: to 
the passing of an already complicated measure and as to the 
collection of the rate, prevailed, and the rate, according to the 
decision of the House of Commons, is to be a part of the 
rate and leviable only upon ratepayers and without exceptions, 
Those members of the parochial electorate who are not rate- 
payers will therefore have an equal voice with the peed 
members in the expenditure of the parish funds, although they 
have not themselves contributed to them. 





Yer ANoTHER important decision has been arrived at by the 
committee ; a new procedure for the acquisition of land otherwise 
than by agreement has been settled for the case of a parish 
council which finds itself “ unable to acquire by agreement and on 
reasonable terms suitable land” for authorized . The 
parish council may represent the case to the district council, who 
are to inquire into the representation ; if the district council are 
satisfied that the circumstances justify them in doing so, they 
are to proceed for an order from the Local Government Board— 
similar to a provisional order by the county council under the 
Allotments Act, 1887—enabling them to acquire land compul- 
sorily. Ifthe board make the order it is not to require con- 
firmation by Parliament, neither is it to be laid before Parlia- 
ment. This is an important matter ; although the cases in which 
such an order will be made at the instigation of a parish council 
would probably be few and trivial, a ent is established 
which it might reasonably be contended the Legislature cannot 
refuse to follow in cases of large B ings gre by municipal and 
other local authorities where the value of the land to be taken 
compulsorily on the fiat of a Government department would 
amount to many thousands of pounds. Another clause provides 
that an arbitrator is not to make any additional allowance in 
respect of a purchase being compulsory. Little exception can 
be taken to this, provided that the value of the land to the 
vendor be always taken into consideration. 





Tue very important decisions in Re Brall, Ex parte Norton 
1893, 2 Q. B. 381; discussed 37 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 678) and 
Vansittart, Ex parte Brown (1893, 2 Q. B. 377) have at 
length been published in the Zaw Reports. The one was de- 
cided on the 19th of May last, and was 5 pes in the WEEKLY 
Reporter in July last, the other was decided on the 9th of Feb- 
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ae and was reported in the WzEKLy Reporter of the 4th 
of last. We do not attempt to discuss the causes of the 
delay in reporting these cases in the Law Reports; but we ven- 
ture to think that the Council of Law Reporting will do well 
to inquire into the matter. As long ago as the 5th of August 
last we pointed out the extreme importance of Ze Brall. Is it 
possible that the reporters intended to suppress Re Brall and 
Re Vansittart, until these cases were commented on in our article ? 
The ane part of the matter is the great value to the pro- 
fession of the cases which are delayed. The most important oa 
sion affecting the law of landlord and tenant which has occurred 
in our day (Walsh v. Lonsdale, 31 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9) was 
given on the 29th of March, 1882, and reported in our columns 
on the Ist of April, 1882; and in the same issue we pointed out 
in a leader the revolutionary character of the decision. It was 
not reported in the Law Reports until November, 1882. That is 
to say, for seven months the portion of the profession who confined 
their knowledge of decisions to those reported in the Law Re- 
ports were kept in ignorance of the change in the law on a 
matter of constant occurrence. 








THE NEW ORDER 14. 

WE confess to some feeling of satisfaction in the thought that 
the numerous articles which have appeared in these columns 
containing suggestions for the protection and improvement of 
procedure under order 14, have not been barren of results. The 
new rules may be said to have finally rescued procedure to sum- 
mary judgment from the grip of Gurney v. Small, the dangers of 
which to the very existence of order 14 have been fully dwelt 
upon in these columns (ante, vol. 36, pp. 87, 120, 375, 390; vol. 
37, ate la The greater part of that which we there contended 
for has been conceded. 

There is one reform which we have asked for which has not 
been conceded as yet, but we are not downcast on that account. 
That will come in time. We should not have referred to it now 
except for the purpose of guarding against misapprehension. 
The new order appears to have conceded the improvement to 
which we refer, but has not really done so. On a previous oc- 
casion (ante, vol. 37, p. 42), in recommending a development of 
order 14, we said: ‘There is no reason in our opinion why a 
writ -should not be specially indorsed as to part of the claim in- 
stead of exclusively for the entire claim, where part of the claim 
is within ord. 3, r. 6, and part is not. A second action might 
thereby be often prevented without sacrifice of principle or 
safety.” Many of our readers who perused the rules for the 
first time in our last issue (ante, p. 72) will, on reading ord. 14, 
r. 1 (5), have supposed that the very purpose of that rule was to 
meet the requirement set forth in the paragraph we have quoted 
above. But it cannot be too clearly realized at the outset that 
this is not so. The new rule is as follows :— 

“*(d) If on the hearing of any application under this rule 
(ord. 14, r. 1) it shall appear that any claim which could 
not have been specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6, has been 
included in the indorsement on the writ, the judge may, if 
he shall think fit, forthwith amend the indorsement by 
striking out such claim, or may deal with the claim 
specially indorsed as if no other claim had been included in 
the indorsement, and allow the action to proceed as respects 
the residue of the claim,” 

What do the words we have italicized mean’? The first im- 

pression which they produce on an ordinary mind is that if a 
writ is specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6, as to part of the 
claim, and is further indorsed with a claim which, to use the 
words of the rule itself, ‘‘could not have been specially-indorsed 
under ord. 3, r. 6,” summary judgment, under order 14, may 
be obtained for the specially-indorsed part, and the action, in a 
proper case, may be allowed to proceed as to the residue. That 
is what the rule’says. 
_ Unfortunately, however, it does not mean what it says. There 
is need of great caution in putting a construction upon the words 
of this rule, because if a practitioner should so construe it as to 
consider himself justified in indorsing his writ with a compound 
indorse:nent, partly special and partly not, he may promptly fall 
into the trap which awaits him in another rule of the same order 
—ord. 14, r. 9 (5), which is as follows :— 





“Tf the plaintiff makes an aa under this order, where 


the case is not within the order, or where the plaintiff, 
in the opinion of the judge, knew that the defendant 
relied on a contention which would entitle him to un- 
conditional leave to defend, in any of such cases the 
application shall be dismissed, with costs to be paid forth- 
with by the plaintiff.” 

The words we have italicized, read in conjunction with the 
words we have also italicized in rule 1 (6) (supra), will make 
some of our readers wonder with ourselves whether there has 
not been some printer’s error to account for the wording of these 
two rules. The first seems to give something which the second 
promptly snatches back. What is the explanation of this? It 
is not easy to say. We must evidently take stock of our position 
and look more closely into the matter. ‘‘ Where the case is not 
within the order” [i.e order 14] the plaintiff is to pay the 
costs forthwith. This is obviously punitive, for, whether he 
succeeds or fails in the end, he is to be mulcted in costs, to be 
paid immediately if he dares to bring under order 14 a case to 
which that order does not apply. There is no loop-hole for 
mercy. The verb in the last sentence is in the imperative mood. 
It becomes important, therefore, to inquire whether a writ of 
summons indorsed with a compound claim, partly special and 
partly not, is within order 14 as regards the specially indorsed 
part of the claim. 

Ord. 14, r. 1 (a), is in precisely the same words as the rule 
which it repiaces. The first words are: ‘‘ Where the defendant 
appears to a writ of summons specially indorsed under ord. 3, 
r. 6, the plaintiff may,” &c. The whole application oi the new 
order 14, therefore, depends on whether the writ is specially 
indorsed under ord, 3, r.6. As heretofore, the last-named rule 
is the strait gate through which all must pass who would attain to 
summary judgment under order 14. Those who would climb up 
some other way are thieves and robbers, whose punishment is pro- 
vided for by ord, 14, r. 9 (5), sup. Ord. 3, r. 6, remains unaltered. 
The first words are, ‘‘ In all cases where the plaintiff seeks on/y to 
recover a debt or liquidated demand,” &c. The numerous cases 
which have been decided as to the meaning of this word “only” 
retain all their criginal force. We need not cite them here, 
They are familiar to our readers. They lay down quite clearly 
that if any unliquidated claim is imported into a special-indorse- 
ment, order 14 does not apply to the case at all. Not only does 
that ruling hold good, but, as we have shewn, ord. 14, r. 9 (5), 
drives it home by providing summary punishment for any trans- 
gression of it. Ord. 14, r.1 (6), sup., is designed to prevent 
that rule of practice from operating oppressively. If by any 
accident or bond fide error an unliquidated claim is included in a 
spgial indorsement, the master may strike it out by amend- 
ment or ignore it and give summary judgment for the rest of 
of the claim. If we are right in thus interpreting this rule, we 
confess that it appears to us a pity that some explanatory words 
were not introduced into the rule shewing clearly that its 
intention was merely to provide for inadvertence. The con- 
cluding clause about ‘‘ allowing the action to proceed as respects 
the residue of the claim ” are misleading, in our opinion, if they 
are not intended to bear their natural meaning—viz., to sanction 
compound indorsements, and provide a way for dealing with 
them. We think we have shewn that this could not have been 
the intention of the framers of the rule. 

There is only one other alteration of order 14, but it is an 
important one, and its effect, in our opinion, will be to greatly 
strengthen summary procedure under this order. Ord. 14, r. 8 
(a) (ante, P- 73), provides that where the judge or master gives 
leave to defend, conditional or unconditional, he may at the 
same time give the same directions as he would be able to give 
on a summons for directions under the new order 30. That is 
to say, he may order that the action be set down for trial forth- 
with, without pleadings, specifying in his order the place and 
mode of trial, giving summary directions as to discovery, inspec- 
tion, and examination of witnesses, &c. ; or he may deal with all 
the interlocutory proceedings to be taken in the action. Sub- 
section (b) of the same rule provides that a special list of the 
cases ordered to be tried forthwith shall be kept, and empowers 
the judge or master to order the case to be inserted in such list, 
This — to us an excellent one. It affords protection 
to a plaintiff under order 14 against dilatory tactics on the part 
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of a defendant. Ina large number of cases under order 14 the 
defendant can shew that there is some question to be tried, 
though he knows very well he has no real defence. In all such 
cases he is, under the present practice established by the cases, 
entitled as of right to leave to defend. It is not improbable 
that defendants so situated will, on getting leave to defend 
coupled with immediate trial, promptly consent to judgment 
under order 14 directly they see that the master will order the 
action to be inserted in the immediate trial list. 

One other new provision is made by ord. 14, r. 9 (a), which 
empowers the judge or master to direct by and to whom and 
when the costs of proceedings under order 14 are to he paid, 
or to refer them to the judge at the trial with the additional 
proviso that if no trial takes place, or no such special direction 
as to costs is given, the costs shall be costs in the cause. 

It is only necessary to add, what will be apparent to readers 
of the above remarks, that the general effect of the alteration 
of procedure introduced by the new rules will be to restore the 
efficacy of order 14, which was injured for a time by Gurney v. 
Small, and to strengthen the operation of that order in other 
respects. 


THE NEW RULES AS AFFECTING PROCEDURE IN 
THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Tue Rules of the Supreme Court of November, 1893, of which 
we published the draft last week, have introduced several 
important changes in practice. We propose here to comment 
only on such of the rules as specially affect the work in the 
Chancery Division. It is true that but few of the rules are in 
terms confined to any one division of the High Court, but it is 
the fact that many of them will be found useful for those 
practising in the Queen’s. Bench Division rather than for their 
brethren on the equity side. Order 14, for instance, is used 
very extensively in the Queen’s Bench Division, whilst it is very 
rarely applicable to actions commenced in the Chancery Division. 
It may be expected that order 18a (Trial without Pleadings) 
will not be heard of much on the Chancery side; and order 30 
is in terms confined to causes or matters not specially assigned 
by the Judicature Act to the Chancery Division, and, for our 
present purpose, may be left out of consideration. On the 
other hand, although an originating summons may be issued in 
any division (order 54a), it is clear that this mode of procedure, 
which has been extensively used of late years, will continue to 
form one of the most important weapons in the armoury of the 
Chancery Division, and that it is there where it will be most 
extensively employed. 

Ever since the decision in Re Busfeild (84 W. R. 372, 32 
Ch. D. 123) it has been felt that the usefulness of the originat- 
ing summons has been greatly curtailed by the inability to 
issue such process for service out of the jurisdiction ; and the 
profession has called loudly for an amendment of the practice 
in this respect. The needful amendment is introduced by ord. 
11, x. 2, which provides that service of an originating summons, 
or notice of an originating summons, may be allowed in any 
case in which service or notice of a writ of summons may be so 
allowed. This is a gain which will be welcomed by all who are 
acquainted with the very serious inconvenience which has been 
caused by the present practice, which renders it necessary to 
proceed by way of writ wherever a defendant is resident out of 
the jurisdiction. 

It was not, however, sufficient to confer this power on the 
court, as a little consideration of the existing practice will shew. 
Ord. 55, r. 21 (R. 8. C., 1883), provides that the day and hour 
for attendance under an originating summons shall be fixed at 
the chambers of the judge to whom the matter is assigned, and 


rule 22 prescribes the mode of procedure where it has been impos- ! Bs ad ae oot 
e procedure by originating summons more 


sible to serve an originating summons seven clear days before the 
return. In such case a new time for the hearing has to be fixed, 
of which an indorsement has to be made on the originating sum- 
mons, and duly sealed before service. So long as service could 
only be effective within the jurisdiction, this method was not 
found productive of any serious inconvenience, but it is obvious 
that as soon as the right of service out of the jurisdiction was 
conceded it became necessary to devise a plan which would ob- 


tice as to the day for hearing were adhered to. An easy way has 
been found out of the difficulty. It was only necessary to alter 
the form of originating summons so as to accord as far as 
ssible to that of a writ. By the forms prescribed by the new 
ules (Appendix K, Nos. 14-1) the defeniant to an originating 
summons is required to appear within eight days after service 
(in case of a summons for service within the jurisdiction), or 
within the time fixed by the order giving leave to serve out of 
the jurisdiction (in case of a summons to be served abroad). 

So far as to service of the summons. The summons iteelf, 
however, does not convey to the defendant any information as 
to the time for hearing. Ord. 54, r. 4d, provides for the mode 
of obtaining an appointment of which notice in the prescribed 
form (Appendix K, No. Ir) is, after appearance, to be served on 
the defendant or respondent at the address for service given in 
his memorandum of appearance not less than four clear days 
before the hearing. 

Supposing, however, that no appearance is entered, what 
course is to be pursued by the plaintiff? Turning to the 
rules we find that ord. 13, r. 15, provides that he may 
apply to the court or a — > an appointment for the 
hearing, “and upon a certificate that no appearance has 
been entered the court or judge shall appoint a time for 
the hearing of such summons, under such conditions (if any) as 
they or he shall think fit.” We confess that it appears to 
us that this rule introduces a needless complication into a 
very simple matter. It requires special directions to be given 
wherever there is default of eg cere thus causing addi- 
tional expense. It would have been easy to provide that in 
case of default of appearance the notice of the hearing prescri 
by ord. 54, r. 4d, should be duly served by being filed. Or, if 
the words at the end of ord. 13, r. 15, which we have printed 
above in italics had been omitted, such notice would, we appre- 
hend, have been filed as of course at the Central Office, on 
evidence of default in appearance, under the provisions of ord. 
67,r. 4. It may be expected, indeed, that the judges of the 
Chancery Division will give general directions Tt that 
mode of giving notice of the hearing to a party who made 
default in appearance. In fact, it would appear that but two 
courses are open—viz., either to file the notice, or to serve it 
personally. It cannot be supposed that the latter will be 
adopted. It would be a serious hardship to the plaintiff, would 
add greatly to the expense, and, in the case of a foreign defend- 
ant, would entail great and needless delay. 

We have dwelt at length on the new procedure as to originat- 
ing summons because of the importance of the matter to prac- 
titioners. The new — is a distinct improvement, marred 
by the defect to which we have called attention. 

The other changes introduced by the rules are of less import- 
ance. 

Ord. 33, r. 8b, requires the chief clerk at the begi 
each sittings to report to the judge all cases in which he con- 
siders there has been any undue delay in the proceedings before 
him. We are dis to doubt whether this will be found of 
much practical utility. It will entail a difficult task on the chief 
clerks, who will have to satisfy themselves, not only that there 
has been delay, but that the delay has been “undue.” We 
venture to think that any such complaint is better oa 
before the court by the parties themselves rather than 


officials. 

Ord. 51, r. 1b, which gives power in debenture-holders’ 
actions to direct a sale before j ent, and also after judg- 
ment before all persons in’ are ascertained, whether 
served or not, is a provision which will be found useful in prac- 
tice. It will be noticed that the discretion is to be exercised by 
mola fe, nob inteod ch-necded reform, cubstibating 

. 55, x. 9b, introduces a much-n su 
cumbrous 


and e ive machinery by petition in the case of an applica- 
tion tern jolpaest erniiees sae 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112. 

Ord. 55, r. 10a, is amended so as to enable a judge to make an 
order for administration with a suspense of its operation, not 
merely as now, where creditors are proceedings, but 
where persons i interested may proceeding to 


hostile measures. 





viate the enormous delay which might follow if the present prac- 


Ord. 55, r. 35a, enables the judge, where service of notice of 





Pasiins 


94 _ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 9, 1893. 








the judgment has been dispensed with (ord. 55, r. 35), to order 
that the persons as to whom such service has been dispensed 
with shall be bound as if they had been served, with a saving in 
case of fraud or nondisclosure of material facts. 

The new rules as to costs are not so extensive as was expected. 
They appear on the whole to be salutary. We would, however, 
suggest that the language of ord. 65, r. 14a, is too wide in its 
terms: ‘The costs occasioned by any unsuccessful claim, or 
unsuccessful resistance to any claim, to any property shall not 
be paid out of the estate unless the judge shall otherwise 
direct.” We should imagine that the costs of an unsuccessful 
claim are rarely allowed, but costs ‘‘ occasioned by” seem to 
go beyond this. For those words would include the costs of 
successful resistance to an unjust demand. We should have 
thought that no special directions were required in any such 
case. For obviously a legal personal representative or trustee 
who has successfully resisted a claim deserves all consideration 
possible at the hands of the court. 

Ord. 65, r. 14c, enables the court to pay out the share of 
some of the parties whose title is clear where there is delay or 
difficulty in ascertaining the other parties interested without 
reserving any part of those shares to answer the subsequent 
costs of ascertaining the persons entitled to the other shares. 
Hitherto the rule has been the other way, and the court has 
been unwilling to pay one party until all parties interested 
have been ascertained, a course which has frequently resulted in 
hardship and delay to parties whose title was clear. 

We conclude by expressing our opinion that the rules, taken 
as a whole, will introduce some great and much-needed reforms 
in the practice in the Chancery Division, and that the time 
occupied by the learned judges in framing the rules has been 
well spent. 


A READING OF THE NEW STATUTES. 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT SocrETIEs ACT, 1893 (56 & 57 VicT. c. 39). 


This is, according to its full title, an ‘‘ Act to consolidate and amend 
the Laws relating to Industrial and Provident Societies.” As a 
matter of fact there is very little consolidation, and the Act is 
practically a re-enactment, with improvements in drafting and a 
considerable nuraber of amendments, of the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1876. The only other enactments repealed, and in- 

in the Act, are section 8 of the Customs and Inland 
Revenue Act, 1880 (43 Vict. c. 14), and so much of the Provident 
Nominations and Small Intestacies Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 47), as 
relates to industrial and provident societies. In noticing the Act the 
most convenient course will be to indicate, under the respective head- 
ings adopted therein, the changes in the law and some of the most 
important regulations as to the societies in question which are now 
Prcliminary.—The A 
*reliminarj.—The Act is to be cited as the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1893 (section 1); it comes into operation on the 1st day 
of January next, and extends to Great Britain and Ireland and the 
Channel Islands (section 2); and existing registered or certified 
societies are to be deemed to be societies registered under this Act, 
and their rales, so far as not contrary to any express provision of 
this Act, are to continue in force until altered or rescinded (section 3). 
_ Registration of Societies (sections 6 and 7 of the Act of 1876).—An 
industrial and provident society which may be registered under the 
Act is a “ society for carrying on any industries, businesses, or trades 
specified in or authorized by its rules, whether wholesale or retail, and 
including dealings of any description with land” (section 4). These 
words replace ‘‘any labour, trade, or handicraft, whether wholesale 
or retail, including the buying and selling of land.” As to the business 
of banking, special provisions are subsequently inserted. As hitherto, 
no new society can be registered which does not consist of seven persons 
at least ; an application to register must be signed by seven members 
and the secretary, and two printed copies of the rules must accompany 
it; and the word “ limited ” is to be the last word in the name of 
every end, registered under the Act (section 5), Appeals from the 
refusal of the registrar to register the society, or any rules or amend- 
ments of nen Mage to be to the mor — (section 7); and an 
; n _ registry is to be conclusive evidence that the 
society therein mentioned is duly registered, until it is proved that the 
registry of the society has been suspended or cancelled (section 8). 
nay and ——— Of Registry (section 8 of the Act of 1876).— 
A e registrar may cancel the regi of an 
society on proof that the number of members is rb roy he then 


seven. This seems to be new, and so, too, is the er for him to do 
this, without reference to the Treasury, where os ediaauidighens of 





registry has been obtained by fraud or mistake, or the society has 
ceased to exist. But, as before, he may cancel the registry, if he 
thinks fit, at the request of the society; and he may do so with the 
approval of the Treasury, on proof that the society exists for an 
illegal purpose, or has wilfully, and after notice from a registrar, 
violated. any of the provisions of the Act. In cases where reference 
is made to the Treasury, suspension of the registry for any term not 
exceeding three months may, with the approval of the Treasury, be 
substituted for cancelling. A society may appeal from a cancelling 
or suspension of the registry in the same manner as from a refusal to 
register. 

Rules (section 9 of the Act of 1876).—Section 10 slightly rearranges 
the provisions as to rules, and it introduces in shorter form the pro- 
vision of section 12 (6) of the Act of 1876 that the rules, or any 
schedule thereto, may set forth the form of any instrument necessary 
for carrying the purposes of the society into effect. It is now also 
required that the rules shall provide for the profits being appro- 
priated to any purposes stated therein or determined in such manner 
as the rules direct. 

Duties of Registered Societies (section 10 of the Act of 1876).—The 
provisions as to registered office, publication of the name of the 
society, audit, and annual returns remain unchanged, save that the 
annual return is to be signed by the auditor or auditors, and is to be 
made not later than the 31st of March instead of the Ist of June as 
hitherto. The audit is annual, and is to be made either by one of 
the public auditors appointed under the Act, or by two or more 
persons appointed under the rules of the society. 

Inspection of Books (section 10 of the Act of 1876).—As to inspection 
the provisions are altered. Hitherto a member, or a person having 
an interest in the funds of the society, has had the right at all reason- 
able hours to inspect the books and the names of the members. Now 
he may inspect only his own account and the names of the members. 
But it is provided that a society may, by rules registered after the 
Act is passed, authorize further inspection, with a restriction as to 
the inspection of the loan or deposit accounts of members. It is also 
now provided (section 18) that the registrar may, if he thinks fit, on 
the application of ten members of a registered society, appoint an 
accountant or actuary to inspect the books of the society. 

Banking by Societies (section 10 of the Act of 1876).—As hitherto, no 
society which has any withdrawable capital is to carry on the business 
of banking (section 19); but the taking of deposits of not more than 
ten shillings (formerly five shillings) in any one payment, nor more 
than £20 for any one depositor, is not to be included in the business 
of banking within the meaning of the Act. 

Privileges of Societies (section 11 of the Act of 1876).—As hitherto, 
the registration of a society renders it a body corporate by the name 
described in the acknowledgment of registry, by which it may sue 
and be sued, with perpetual succession and a common seal, and with 
limited liability ; and vests in the society all property for the time 
being vested in any person in trust for the society (section 21). The 
rules bind the society, and all the members thereof, and persons 
claiming through them, as though each member had signed and 
sealed the rules and as though they contained a covenant to conform 
thereto (section 22). Moneys payable by members are to be debts 
due to the society recoverable in the county court (section 23). There 
is now also a provision that the society shall have alien on the shares 
of any member for any debt due from him, and may set off any sum 
credited to the member thereon in or towards payment of the debt 
(section 23 (2)). The Act reproduces the power for a member to 
nominate a transferee of his property in the society on his death, and 
he may do this up to £100, as under the Provident Nomination and 
Small Intestacies Act, 1883. The limit in the Act of 1876 was 
£50. So the limit for distribution on intestacy without letters of 
administration is preserved at £100 and, as under the Provident 
Nomination and Small Intestacies Act, 1883, probate duty is to 
be paid where the whole personal estate exceeds £100 (sections 
27, 28). In the case of lunatic members, where no committee of 
the estate or trustee of the property has been appointed, power 
is now given to the society, when it is proved to the satisfaction 
of the committee that it is just and expedient so to do, to pay the 
amount of the shares, loans, and deposits of the member, not exceed- 
ing £100, to any person whom they shall judge proper to receive the 
same on his behalf (section 29). 

Property and Funds of Registered Society (section 12 of the Act of 
1876).—The law as to the holding of land remains unchanged. A 

i society may (if its rules do not direct otherwise) hold, pur- 
chase, or take on lease in its own name any land, and may sell, 
exchange, mortgage, lease, or build upon the same (section 36). The 
investment clause (section 38) has been redrawn, power being given 
to invest (a) upon any security in which trustees are for the time 
being authorized by law to invest, (b) on m , debenture stock, 
and other securities (not being securities payable to bearer) autho- 
rized by Act of Parliament of any local authority, and (c) in the 
shares or on the security of any other society under the 
Act, or under the Building Societies Acts, or of any limited company, 
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As under the Act of 1876, the rules may provide for advances of 
money to members on the security of real or personal property, or, it 
is now added, ‘‘in the case of a society registered to carry on bank- 
ing business in any manner customary in the conduct of such busi- 
ness”’ (section 40). Section 43 continues the provision that a receipt 
for all the moneys secured to the society by mortgage shall, if in- 
dorsed on the mortgage, vacate the same, and vest the property with- 
out reconveyance in the person entitled to the equity of redemption ; 
and a provision is introduced (section 45) that, where the society is in 
liquidation, the receipt may be signed by the liquidator. 

Disputes (section 14 of the Act of 1876).—The provisions for the 
summary settlement of disputes now extend to persons who have for 
not more than six months ceased to be members of a registered 
society (section 49 (1) ); and a provision is introduced (section 49 (6) ), 
similar to that contained in the Friendly Societies Act, 1893, that 





notwithstanding the Arbitration Act, 1889, the court or registrar papers 


shall not be compelled to state a special case on any point of law, but 
may do so at the request of either party. 

Inspection of Affairs (section 15 of the Act of 1876).—The power of 
the registrar to appoint an inspector to examine into and report on 
the affairs of a society, or to call a special meeting of the society, may 
now be exercised on the application of one-tenth of the whole num- 
ber of members of the society, instead of one-fifth as hitherto (section 
50); and amongst the persons who may be directed to pay the costs 
of such inspection or meeting are included, besides the members 
applying, the members or officers, or former members or officers, of 
the society. 

Amalgamation, Conversion, and Dissolution of Societies (sections 16 and 
17 of the Act of 1876).—To the provisions of the new Act with regard 
to these matters we have already referred (ante, p. 52). 

Offences, Penalties, and Legal Proceedings.—The provisions with 
regard to. offences and penalties, which were contained in different 
parts of the Act of 1876, are now brought together. Section 62 
makes it an offence by the society (1) if it fails to give any notice or 
send any return or document required by the Act; or (2) wilfully 
neglects or refuses to furnish any information i e regi 
trar; or (3) makes a return or wilfully furnishes false or insufficient 
information; or (4) improperly carries on the business of banking ; 
and under section 63 an offence by the society is deemed to have been 
also committed by the officer or member of the committee immediately 
responsible. The Act also reproduces the existing penalties for 
fraudulent dealing with the property of the society, for falsifying 
books, returns, or documents, for not using the name of the society, 
and for delivery of untrue rules. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Sraturory RuLEs ProceDURE.—On the motion of Sir A. Rouuir 
the amendments of the Lords to the Statutory Rules Procedure Bill 
have been agreed to in the House of Commons and the Bill has been 
passed, 

BILLS PASSED INTO Law.—On the 5th inst. the Royal Assent was 
given to the following Bills :—Public Authorities’ Protection, Madras 
and Bombay Armies, Married Women’s Property Act (1882) Amend- 
ment, National Debt Redemption, and Public Works Loans (No. 3). 








REVIEWS. 
ELECTION CASES. 


REPORTS OF THE DECISIONS OF THE JUDGES FOR THE TRIAL OF 
ELECTION PETITIONS IN ENGLAND AND IRELAND. Vou. IV., Parr 
V. [O’Matiey & Harpoastiz.] By J. 8. Sanpars and A, P. 
PERCIVAL KEEP, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


We are not advocates of a multiplicity of reports, and decisions 
which rarely lay down any broad principle, but are almost always 
confined to the circumstances of each particular case, cannot 
generally useful to the legal profession. Still, for those who are 
from time to time engaged in election petitions these reports have 
much value; and the larger class of persons who concern themselves 
in the management of elections will find in them some very instructive 
reading. For the way in which the cases in the present number are 
reported we have nothing but praise: Part V. is well up to the level of 
previous numbers of O’Malley and Hardcastle’s reports. Headnotes 
to this class of reports are impossible, but the notes are well 


done, and serve a useful purpose in calling attention to the different 
points which arise here and there through the cases, Of the dicta or 
decisions—we hardly know which to call them—contained in the 
present number the most important seem to us to be those which deal 
with the part taken by political associations in an election. Remarks 


cester case as to the official stamping of ballot papers, and in the 
Walsall and Stepney cases as to the giving of relief to persons guilty 
of illegal practices are also a ‘or general, human, interest 
the South Meath case will be itted to bear off the palm. 








CORRESPONDENCE. . 
CLIENTS’ PAPERS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Could any of your readers kindly state or refer to any authority 
as to the duty of a solicitor with respect to clients’ papers which are 
probably never likely to be required again ? 

I know that most of my brethren like to keep on accumulating 
—and dust also—these being considered the chief ornaments 
of 2 solicitor’s a , ‘ 

ractice has every few years to destroy most of m 
ine fien six years’ old, keeping, with a tir be future ahs tg 
only those relating to conveyancing matters, or as to which there is 
a probability of their being required again. But suppose a client 
ed on me to deliver up pai destroyed under these circum- 
stances, what would be my position? Is a solicitor bound to keep 
his clients’ papers for ever or any other period ? 

Any light that can be thrown on the subject will probably be 

appreciated by your other readers as well as DESTROYER, 
ovember 29, 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT (TRUSTEE ACT), 1893. 
OrpER LIVs. 
PROCEEDINGS UNDER THE TRUSTEE Act, 1893. 

1. Chancery Division.] All proceedings in the High Court com- 
menced under the Trustee Act, 1893 (in this Order called ‘‘ the Act’’), 
shall be assigned to the Chancery Division of the Court. : 

2. Petition.] All applications under the Act may be made by peti- 
tion, except as otherwise provided under Order LV. 

3. Section 44.] An application under section forty-four of the Act 
may be made by the trustees authorized to dispose of the land as in 
the said section mentioned. 

4. Lodgment under section 42.] (1) Where a trustee desires to make 
a lodgment in court under section forty-two of the Act, he shall make 
and file an affidavit intituled in the matter of the trust (described so 
as to be distinguishable), and of the Act, and setting forth :— 

(a.) A short description of the trust and of the instrument creating 


it. 

(b.) The names of the persons interested in and entitled to the 
money or securities, and their places of residence to the best of 
his knowledge and belief. ae ; 

(c.) His submission to answer all such inquiries relating to the 

lication of the money or securities paid into court, as 
Court or Judge may make or direct. ee 

(d.) The place where he is to be served with any petition, sum~- 
mons, or order or notice of any proceeding relating to the 
money or securities. : i 

Provided that if the fund consists of money or securities being, or 

being part of, or representing a legacy or residue to which an infant 


or person beyond seas is absolutely entitled, and on which the trustee 
has paid the 1 duty, or on which no es is chargeable, the 
the lodgment (without an vit) on juc- 


trustee may m c 

tion of the Inland Revenue certificate in manner prescri by the 

Supreme Court Funds Rules for the time being in force. 

(2.) Where the lodgment in court is made on affidavit— _ 

(a.) the person who has made the lodgment shall forthwith give 
notice thereof, by prepaid letter through the post, to the 


several whose names and places of residence are stated 
in his affidavit as interested in or entitled to the money or 
securities lodged in court ; 


(.) no petlien se eee ee the money or securities 
shall be answered or issued unless the petitioner or t 
has named therein a place where he may be served with an 
ition or summons, or notice of any proceeding or order re- 
ae ty tn a Se cleat Gada aaa 
c.) service of any & i respect money or securi 
«) eee e on such persons as the Court or Judge may 
direct. 
5. Order LV., Rule 13a., is hereby repealed, and the following 
Rule shall be substituted therefor :— 


Orper LY., Rute 13a. 
Summons,}] Any of the following applications under the Trustee 





on this head will be found in many of the cases, and, in ae eg in 
the Hexham and the Rochester petitions, The decisions in the Ciren- 


Act, 1893, may be made by summons ;— 
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(a.) An application for the appointment of a new trustee with or 
without a vesting or other consequential order. : 

(3.) An application for a vesting order, or other order consequential 
on the appointment of a new trustee, whether the appointment 
is made by the Court or Judge, or out of court. 

(c.) An application for a vesting or other consequential order in any 
case where a judgment or order has been given or made for the 
sale, conveyance, or transfer of any land or stock. , 

(d.) An application relating to a fund paid into court in any case 
where the money or securities in court does or do not exceed 
£1,000, or £1,000 nominal value. 

6. Repeal.|] The following Rules are hereby repealed :— 

rder LII. Rules 19, 20, 21, 22; 
Order LV. Rule 2 (4), (5), (8). 
Chancery Funds Amended Orders, 1874. Orders 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
and 10, 
7. Citation.] These Rules may be cited as the ‘Rules of the 
Supreme Court (Trustee Act), 1893,” and each Rule may be cited 
tely according to the heading thereof with reference to the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, They shall come into operation 
on the first day of January, 1894. 
The 5th of December, 1893. 
(Signed) HERSCHELL, C. 
CoLERIDGE, C.J. 
EsHER, M.R. 
Epwarp E. Kay, LJ. 
F. H. Jeune, P. 
A. L. Smirn, LJ. 
JosEPH W. Cutty, J. 
ARTHUR CHARLES, J. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
REVENUE—No. 1, 1st December. 


Revenve—Sramr—AmMatcamation or Rattway Companres—‘‘ ConvEYANCE 
on Transrer on Sate’’—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), s. 
54; Scuepute 1. 

Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pursuant to section 
13 of the Stamp Act, 1891. By the Great Western Railway Act, 1892 
(55 & 56 Vict. c. xxxiii.), after reciting that it was expedient that the 
Wellington and Severn Junction Railway Co. and the Calne Railway Co. 
should be amalgamated with the Great Western Railway Co., and after 
i rating the Part V . (relatingto amalgamation) of the Railways Clauses 
Act, 1863, it was provided, by section 32, that the undertakings of the 
two above-named companies should, subject to their debts and liabilities, 
be amalgamated with and form part of the undertaking of the Great 
Western Railway Co. as from the Ist of July, 1892, and from that date 
the said two companies were respectively dissolved. The section further 
provided that ‘‘ Queen’s Printers’ copy of this Act shall be chargeable 
with the tame stamp duty as would be chargeable if the transaction 
effected by the Act with reference to each of the amalgamated companies 
were a transaction effected by an executed instrument in writing, and the 
copy were the instrument,’’ under the provisions of the Stamp Act, 1891. 
By section 34 the shares and debentures of the amalgamated companies held 
by the Great Western Railway Co. were cancelled. By section 35 all mort- 
gages or bonds of the amalgamated companies not cancelled by the Act were, 
during the continuance of such mortgages or bonds, to be charges upon 
the ing upon which they were respectively secured, but the Great 
Western Railway Co. were to be liable for all interest accruing thereon 
after the tion, and as they fell due they were to be paid off or 
renewed by the Great Western Railway Co. By section 36 the holders of 
shares in the Wellington and Severn Junction Railway Co. should in lieu 
of and in exchange for the shares held by them receive Consolidated 
Guaranteed Stock of the Great Western Railway Co. m the proportion of 
£100 of such stock for every ten shares of £10 each in the Wellington and 
Severn Junction Railway Co. held by them. At the date of the amalga- 
mation the Great Western Itailway Co. held all the debentures and shares 
in the Wellington and Severn Junction Railway Co. except £59,830 in 
shares, and in the Calne Railway Co. except £11,600 in debentures, which 
debentures the Great Western Railway Co. paid off since the amalgama- 
tion. The value of £59,820 Consolidated Guaranteed Stock of the Great 


Western Railway Co. on the 1st of July, 1892, was £96,028. The Com- | 


missioners of Inland Kevenue were of opinion that the copy of the 
Act was chargeable, as an executed instrument in writing, in respect of the 

under the head ‘‘ conveyance or transfer on sale” in the 
first schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, with ad ralorem duty on the value of 
£59,830 Great Western Railway Co.’s Consolidated Guaranteed Stock issued 
to the shareholders of the Wellington and Severn Junction Railway Co. 
and on the sum of £11,600 debentures of the Calne Railway Co. which the 
Great Western Railway Co. had undertaken. The Great Western Rail- 
way Co. contended that the of the Act was only chargeable with a 
duty of 10s. under the head, ‘ Conveyance or teendier of any kind not 
hereinbefore described,”’ in the first schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891. 
The Divisional Court (Cave and Wright, JJ.) held that the commissioners 
were right. Thue Great Western Railway Co. appealed, 





ae. oe SO 





errno —_—— _ 

Tue Cover (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the amalgamated companies had property 
which was called their undertakings. A transaction took place which was 
embodied in a written instrument—viz., a private Act of Parliament—and 
it transferred—no other word was apt to describe it—all the property of 
those other companies to the Great Western Railway Co. The latter 
company was in no way altered; it remained the same entity as before. 
The consideration which the Great Western Railway Co. gave for that 
transfer was, in the case of the Wellington and Severn Junction Railway, 
a certain number of its shares to the shareholders of the amalgamated 
company. If that transaction took place between companies who could 
effect it without an Act of Parliament, it would be effected by an instru- 
ment in writing, the legal effect of which would be a transfer of the pro- 
perty of one company to the other for the consideration above set out. 
The substance of the transaction was a transfer of property for a con- 
sideration, and was the same as a conveyance by virtue of a contract of 
purchase and sale, and was, therefore, a ‘‘ conveyance or transfer on 
sale.”’ The case of Furness Railway Co. v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
(13 W. R. 10, 33 L. J. Ex. 173) was right, and must be followed. 

Lorges, L.J., concurred. The substance of the transaction must be 
looked at. It was as clear a case of a conveyance on sale as could be 
imagined. The sale was between two parties, one giving something for 
that which the other handed over. It was carried out by an Act of Parlia- 
ment. The fact that the consideration for the transfer was paid, not to 
the dissolved company, but to its shareholders, could not alter the nature 
of the transaction. 

Kay, L.J., concurred.—Counssz, Cripps, Q.C., Haldane, Q.C., and 
Pember ; Sir Charles Russell, A.G., and Danckwerts. Souscrrors, FR. R. 
Ne!son ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 











Re DUKE OF CLEVELAND'S ESTATE, WOLMER +. FORESTER — 
No. 2, 30th November. 


Witt—Construction—‘‘ Ourcornas.”’ 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The question 
arose upon a clause in the will of the late Duke of Cleveland, who died on 
the 21st of August, 1891, having made his will shortly before that date. 
The facts, as stated in the judgment of A. L. Smith, L.J., were as 
follows :—At the date of his death the Duke was possessed of large landed 
estates which may be called the Somersetshire Estates, the Raby Castle 
Estates, and the Ashton Keynes Estates. These different properties had 
their respective agents, who received the rents accruing therefrom and 
retained in hand that which each considered sufficient to pay rates, taxes, 
tithes, his commission or salary as the case might be, and what he 
thought would be required for repairs and wages, the details of which 
were set forth with particularity in a statement of facts agreed upon 
between the parties. From time to time these agents remitted to the Duke 
what money they considered it unnecessary to retain, without any 
accounts, but they annually sent him an account with a cheque to balance 
it. In this way these estates had been managed for years, and were being 
managed at the time when the Duke made his will. The question imme- 
diately before the court related solely to the Somersetshire Estates, to 
which Captain Forester became entitled under the will, though the con- 
struction of the clause in question affected also the other tenants for life 
of the other estates. The clause in question, after dealing with what the 
Duke was about to give to the tenants for life who were coming into their 
respective estates, proceeded to deal with the obligations to be imposed 
upon them in consideration of the gifts he was about to make. The 
clause, when applied to the facts, read thus: ‘‘I bequeath to Captain 
Forester, who becomes entitled tomy Somersetshire Estates, all arrears of 
rents and profits arising from such estates which may be due at my death, 
and also all such proportions of such rents and profits accruing at the 
date of my death, though not payable till after.’”’ Having made this 
bequest in favour of the tenant for life, he then proceeded to place 
an obligation upon him—viz., that he should discharge out of what he 
would receive certain outgoings, and what these were was the ques- 
tion in this case. The clause p : * but so, nevertheless, that all 
outgoings of the hereditaments’’—i.e., of each of the three estates 
respectively—‘‘ properly chargeable against such arrears and proportions, 
and not discharged in my lifetime, shall be paid out of the arrears and 
proportions to be received by the tenants for life.’’ Kekewich, J., held 
that the only outgoings, as regarded the Somersetshire Estates, which 
Captain Forester was to have, were those recoverable by process of law as 
against or in respect of the hereditaments out of which the rents had 
been derived, and he enumerated them as being rates, taxes, tithes, tithe 
rent-charge, and other outgoings (if any) so recoverable. From that 
decision the present appeal was brought by one of the residuary devisees 
and legatees for life. 

Tur Covurr (Linpiey, A. L. Surrn, and Davey, L.JJ.) allowed the 
tis . 
3 L.J., enid he had had an opportunity of seeing the judgments 
of the other Lords Justices, and he concurred in them. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said it appeared to him that there was no such thing 
as an outgoing chargable against arrears or proportions of arrears, and 
consequently to make the clause intelligible some words must be under- 
stood. He understood the words ‘‘in account,’”’ and read the sentence 
‘all outgoings . . . properly chargeable against such arrears,’’ as 
“all outgoings . . . properly chargeable in account against such 
arrears.’’ ‘That made the clause intelligible, and bearing in mind the 
way in which the estates were ed to the knowledge of the Duke 
when he made his will (and that was legitimate evidence in construing the 
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will) he could not doubt that to be the true reading of the clause. In his 
judgment, therefore, besides rates, taxes, tithes, and tithe rent-charge due 
at the Duke’s death, agents’ remuneration, whether paid by way of com- 
mission or salary, due at the Duke’s death, aleo wages of workmen due at 
that date, also the cost of re which were incident to the pro 
management of the Somersetshire Estates as‘carried on by the Dnke in 
lifetime and due at the date of his death (according to the agreed state- 
ment of facts) were chargeable against, and must be borne by, Captain 
Forester up to the limit of his receipts, and not by the appellant out of the 
residue. Commissions, salaries, wages, and costs pede ups not due and 
payable at the Duke’s death, though partially » and for which 
Captain Forester had not rendered himself goer pm liable, would fall on 
the residue. For these reasons the appeal should be allowed. 

Davey, L.J., concurred.—Covunssi, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ashworth 
James ; Warmington, Q.C., and W. Druce ; Buckley, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; 
E. Beaumont. Sowscrtors, Williams § James; Dawson, Bennett, § Dawson ; 
Trower, Freeling, ¢ Parkin ; Jennings § Finch. 

[Reported by Anraur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law.| 


PRESCOTT, DIMSDALE, CAVE, TUGWELL, & CO. (LIM.) ». BANK OF 
ENGLAND —No. 2, 1st December. 


BANKER—COMPOSITION PAYABLE BY BANK OF EnaLAND—OLD Banxine Firms 
—Saze or Businzgss To New CompaANy—CBASING TO CARRY ON BusINEss 
—Bank Cuarter Act, 1844(7 & 8 Vicr. c. 32), ss. 23, 24, 25—Banx 
CuartTEerR AMENDMENT Act, 1856 (19 Vicr. c. 20), 8. 2. 


Appeal by the Bank of England from the decision of Cave, J. The 
action was brought to recover £1,625, the agreed amount of three 
several compositions alleged to be payable under the provisions of the 
Bank Charter Act of 1844 (7 & 8 Vict. c. 32), which gave to the Bank of 
England a monopoly of the issue of bank-notes, reserving, however, the 
rights of other bankers who, on the 6th of May, 1844, were legally entitled 
to issue notes. Section 23 provided for the payment by the bank to 
certain bankers (who were mentioned in Schedule C to the Act) who had 
ceased to issue their own notes under previous agreements with the bank, 
‘*s0 long as such bankers shall be to receive the same,’’ of an 
annual composition of 1 per cent. on the average amount of the Bank of 
England notes issued by such bankers respectively, and actually remaining 
in circulation. Section 24 empowered the bank to agree with every banker 
who, under the provisions of the Act, should be entitled to issue bank- 
notes, to allow to such banker a similar composition on the amount of 
Bank of England notes which should be issued and kept in circulation by 
such banker, as a consideration for his relinquishment of the privilege of 
issuing his own notes. Section 25 provided that all the compositions 
payable to bankers under sections 23 and 24 should, ‘‘if not previously 
determined by the Act of such banker as hereinbefore provided,’’ cease on 
the Ist of August, 1856, ‘‘or on any earlier day on which Parliament may 
prohibit the issue of bank-notes.”’ By the Act 19 Vict. c. 20 ( on the 5th 
of June, 1856) section 25 of the Act of 1844 was repealed, and it was provided 
that the compositions to bankers, if not previously determined by the Act of 
such bankers as provided by the Act of 1844, and unless Parliament 
should otherwise provide, should ‘‘ continue in force and be payable until 
Parliament shall prohibit the issue of bank-notes,’’ or until the exclusive 
privileges of the Bank of England should be determined in pursuance of 
section 27 of the Act of 1844, or otherwise be determined or altered by 
authority of Parliament. The plaintiff company was formed under Part 
I. of the Companies Act, 1862, and was registered on the 23rd of January, 
1891. By an agreement of the 5th of June, 1891, the company undertook 
to carry out an agreement entered into on the 3rd of December, 1890, be- 
fore the registration of the company, for the acquisition of the banking 
businesses of Prescott & Co., Dimsdale & Co., both of London; Miles & 
Co., of Bristol, and Tugwell & Co., of Bath; and on the 8th of June, 1891, 
the company agreed to purchase the business of Deane & Co., of Win- 
chester. The firms of Prescott & Co. and Dimedale & Co. were not en- 
titled to any composition under the Act. The firm of Miles & Co. were 
entitled under section 24 of the Act to a composition of £895 a year, and 
were in receipt of this sum when their business was transferred to the new 
company. The firms of Tugwell & Co. and Deane & Co. were entitled 
under section 23 of the Act: to compositions, which were regularly paid to 
them until their businesses were acquired by the plaintiff company. Tug- 
well & Co. and Deane & Co. were both mentioned in Schedule C to the 
Act. The firms of Miles & Co., Tugwell & Co., and Deane & Oo. were co- 
plaintiffs with the plaintiff company in this action. The question was 
whether the foregoing compositions were still payable either to the plain- 
tiff company or to those old firms. The defendants, the Bank of England, 
contended that the old firms ceased to carry on business when they 
assigned their businesses to the plaintiff company, and that the composi- 
tions thereupon ceased to be payable, and in support of this view they 
relied on the case of Attorney-General v. Birkbeck (i Q. B. D. 605). The 
plaintiffs contended that the new wnaeey was in fact only the old firms 
under another name, and that their business was still being carried on as 
before, and that the compositions accordingly had not ceased; and the 
plaintiffs relied on the decision of Bowen, L.J., in Capital and Counties Bank 
v. Bank of England (61 L. T. N. 8.516). Cave, J., decided in favour of the 
plaintiffs, as he considered that the present case was governed by the 
Capital and Counties Bank case. The defendants, the Bank of England, 
appealed. 

' — Covrr (Linptry, A, L. Smrrn, and Davay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Livviey. L.J., said that in the Capital and Counties Bank case 
Bowen, L.J., had certainly decided that a composition payable under the 
Act did not cease on the occurrence of any event which would have 
terminated the right of the bank receiving it to issue notes had there been 


no com 
of England, that in this L.J., was wrong, 
and should be now ove! . ‘The question was one of very great diffi- 
culty. It was nct easy to see why the composition should continue longer 
than the right to issue notes could continue, and section 25 seemed to 
substitute one for the other. Moreover, the ‘unless previously 


tion. It was strongly contended by the defendants, the Bank 
‘ae dechith ot Botan, , 


determined by the acts of the bankers ’” was in’ if the composition 
was to cease if they increased the number of partners or came to 
London ; but the was difficult to on any other con- 


struction. On the 
was to cease, and it did not 
been referred to, and only the aboli Parliament 
right to issue notes,’ But in the view which his lordship took 
facts it was unnecessary to decide whether the decision in the Capital 
Counties Bank case was right or wrong—on which his lordship would express 
no opinion, for he had come clearly to the conclusion that in the present 
case the compositions had ceased to be payable. Although the statute did 
not say in terms that the composition was to cease if the bankers entitled 
to it ceased to carry on business, yet if they did, then not only did the 
reason for paying the composition cease, but the mach for ascertain - 
ing the com m (see section 20) came toa stop. In way it was 
made plain that the composition must cease to be — e event 
supposed. Whether the firms entitled to the composi had ceased to 
carry on business was a question of fact, and having regard to the terms 
of their agreements with the plaintiff company and to the evidence, his 


lordship was clearly of opinion that they had. The businesses now carried 
on were carried on not by the old firms, but by the new company, and this 
was so not in a merely technical sense, but in the ordinary sence 


of the expression. The very forms of the cheques now in use shewed it. 
The former customers of the banks were now customers of the new com- 


were the property of the new company and not of the old firms, and the 
old staffs were the servants of the new com and not of the old firms. 
But the new company could not by any timate method be t 
within the class of bankers to whom the composition was made payable 
the statute. Asin the case of issue of notes (section 11 of the Act of 1844), so 
in the case of the compositions, a firm of bankers would not lose its rights 
by a change in its composition. But when a firm sold its business to some- 
body else, and for that or any other reason ceased to carry on its business 
in the ordinary sense of that expression eS ae See 
in future. This conclusion was not at ail posed to Bowen, L.J.’s 

in the Capital and Counties Bank case, and difference between that case 
and the present case was not refined or immaterial, but was broad and all 


cheng of nites and one Sei, Se ee ee ae 

as an existing firm under Part VII. of the Companies Act, 1862, and, this 

hetag 00, the sights ant chmpainnte Some ee seetne one oer met 

obligations of the registered company. a present com) was an 
re cb water Peat l. of Gin 


entirely new —- formed and as 
Act of 1862, and ng no rights or o except such as it acquired 
or incurred after . Itcould not itself acquire a new right to 


be paid a composition under the Act of 1844, and the old firms had, by 
ceasing to carry on business, lost their right to its continuance. Having 
done so they had no right to any composition which they could enjoy 
themselves or transfer to others. 

A. L. Surrn and Davey, LJJ., concurred.—OCounsat, Sir J. Rigby, 
8.G., H. D. Greene, Q.C., R. Bray, and H. Sutton; Sir H. James, Q.C., 
Finlay, Q.C., and George Wood Hill. Soxtscrrors, Freshfields § Williams ; 
Dawes § Son. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 


OLIVER ». HORSHAM LOCAL BOARD; THOMPSON v. MAYOR AND 
CORPORATION OF BRIGHTON—No. 2, 24th November, 


Hicuway—Nursance—Sewer Avrnorrry— Roan Avruorrry—MANHOLE IN 
Roap—Gratinc or Sewern—Want or Reparr or Roap—Inivury to 
PERSON LAWFULLY ustne Higuway—Non-.tasiirry or Locat AvrHoriry. 


Appeals by the defendants in each case from the decision of a divisional 
court (Day and Wright, JJ.), ane. ee Se of the 
county court judge, holding that the ts were liable for 
in respect of injuries sustained by a horse 

each case, under the following circumstances :— 
horse belonging to the plaintiff, whilst ridden 
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the —_ of the defendants in each case, as the road authority of the par- 
ticular ict, to have repairetl the road, and on the authority of the case 
of Kent v. Worthing Local Board (31 W. R. 583, 10 Q. B. D. 118)—a deci- 
sion of a divisional court—he held that the defendants were liable. This 
decision was affirmed by the Divisional Court. (See 37 Soxicrrors’ 
JounnaL, p. 601.) The defendants, by leave, now appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, A. L. Surru, and Davey, L.JJ.) allowed the 


pLey, L.J., said that the House of Lords in Cowley v. Newmarket Local 
Board (1892, A. C. 345) affirmed Gibson v. Mayor of Preston (L. R. 5 Q. B. 
218), and declined to apply the principles laid down in Couch v. Steel (3 Ell. 
& B. 402), and acted upon in Harinall v. Ryde Commissioners (4 B. & S. 361), 
to local authorities governed by the Public Health Act, 1875. Having 
to Cowley's case, it was, in his lordship’s opinion, impossible to follow 
Kent v. Worthing Local Board. The injury to the plaintiff in each case was’ 
caused by a breach of duty on the part of the defendants; but that breach 
of duty was omitting to keep the road in such a state as to be fit for traffic, 
ha to the sewer grating and the manhole cover, which were 
la in the road and were not themselves out of repair. Apart from 
the state of the road no breach of duty could be imputed to the defendants, 
and consequently no cause of action had accrued to the plaintiff in either 
case. For the only breach of duty which could be imputed to the de- 
fendants his lordship was compelled to say that no action lay. The law 
on this subject was unsatisfactory, but he could not on that account 
declare it to be different to what it was. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that the question was whether a local authority, 
who by statute had vested in them the highways in their district, together 
with their control, and were also in like manner empowered to lay down 
sewers in such highways, with the necessary manholes and gratings, could 
keep the two in combination (i.c., the highways and gratings) in such a 
condition as to cause injury to persons lawfully using the highways, and 
yet not be liable to an action for damages at the suit of the persons injured. 
His lordship took it that the answer offhand would be ‘‘ No.’’ But when the 
facts of these cases were applied to principles long since established, the 
auswer must be ‘‘ Yes.’’ ‘The learned county court judge found for the 
plaintiffs on the authority of the case of Kent v. Worthing Local Board, and 
the Divisional Court gave a pro formd judgment affirming the county court 

udge, leaving it to this court to say whether that case was still law. It 
been held for, at any rate, over 100 years, dating from the case of 
Russell v. Men of Devon (2 Term Rep. 667), that no action for damages would 
lie @ surveyor of highways for injuries received by reason of a 
highway being out of repair. It was now beyond doubt the law that where 
@ person though lawfully using a highway was damaged, either as regards 
himself, his horse, or his carriage, merely by reason of the non-repair of a 
highway, he had no action at law for damages against any one. His sole 
remedy was by indictment against -the parish which had made default, or 
he might proceed against the surveyor under section 94 of the Highway 
Act for penalties. Damages he could recover against no one if his injury 
were caused by reason of mere non-repair. It was not denied by the 
plaintiff that the present defendants are surveyors of the highways in their 
4 fo as such over the highways in question. In the year 1870 

it had been held by the Court of Queen’s Bench in Gibson v. Mayor of 
Preston that a local authority who were constituted surveyors of highways 
by the Public Health Act of 1848 had the same immunity from actions for 
damages as a surveyor of highways, and the House of Lords, in Cowley v. 
Newmarket Local Board, affirmed Gibson’s case and conclusively settled that 
no action for s would lie against any local board for merely allow- 
ing their highways to get out of repair. After the decision of Gibson's 
case and before that of Cowley’s case the following came up for deter- 
mination :—First, the case of Kent v. Worthing Loca! Board, in 1882. 
Tn that case the local board were the water authority and also the high- 
way authority. The valve cover in that case had been lawfully placed by 
them in the highway, it was proper in itself, was originally og me | fixed, 
and at the time of the accident was in proper order, but the local board 
had omitted to repair the road adjacent to the valve cover, so that it pro- 
ected up into the highway and hence the accident. Field, J., and 
J., held the defendants liable, relying upon the principle stated 
by the Privy Council in Borough of Bathurst v. Macpherson (4 App. Cas., 
« 256)—viz., ‘‘ That the duty was cast upon the Borough of Bathurst of 
the artificial works which they had created in such a state as to 
prevent its causing a danger to passengers on the highway which but for 
such artificial construction would not have existed, or at least of protect- 
a public against the danger, when it arose, either by filling up the 
or fencing it.”’ If the case of Kent v. Worthing Local Board had 
remained unchallenged there could be no doubt that the judgments 
of the county court judge in the present cases were correct. That 
case was, however, to say the least, most seriously impeached in 
this court in the case of Moore v. Lambeth Waterworks (17 Q. B. 
D. 462). It was there pointed out that in the case of Borough of 
Bathurst v. Macpherson as also in the case of White v. Hindley 
(L. BR. 10 Q. B. 219), both of which were relied upon by Stephen, 
-» in delivering the judgment of the court, the accident bad hap- 
reason of a defect in the thing complained of; and it was 
that if the gratings over the manholes in the present 
been out of order, whereby the accidents had occurred, 
defendants would be liable. In Moore v. Lambeth Waterworks the 
expressly held that, as the fire-plug in that case was in 
the time of the accident, which was caused, not by reason 
in the fire-plug, but by reason of the non-repair of the 
hich the defendants had no control, no action was main- 
them, and so far overruled the decision in Kent v. Worthing 
which had held that, although the valve was in perfect order 
t happened, it was the duty of the loca] board, if neces- 
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sary, to cut it down or otherwise alter it if it came to project up into the 
highway, and that for breach of this duty an action was maintainable. 
The Court of Appeal, however, in Moore v. Lambeth Waterworks, threw out 
the point, which had not been suggested before, that perhaps Kent v. 
Worthing Local Board might be upheld, upon the ground that the 
defendants occupied the dual engestty of owners of the valve and 
owners of the highway, Lord Esher stating that, if Kent’s vase could 
not be supported upon the ground of the defendants being masters of both 
situations, he respectfully differed from it, and that it was wrongly decided. 
The point so suggested by the Court of Appeal in Moore v. Lambeth Water- 
works had now come up for decision. It had been argued on behalf of the 
plaintiffs that as the highways were vested in the defendants under sec- 
tion 149 of the Public Health Act, 1875, irrespective of their bemg sur- 
veyors of hways, the actions were maintainable against them wholly 
apart from their being surveyors of highways. In his lordship’s opinion 
the invalidity of this argument had been judicially determined by the 
House of Lords in Cowley v. Newmarket Local Board. The plaintiffs had 
also relied on a passage in Lord Blackburn’s judgment in Geddis v. Pro- 
prietors of Bann Reservoir (3 App. Cas. 456), where he said: “‘ It is now 
thoroughly well established that nc action will lie for doing that which 
the Legislature has authorized, if it be done without negligence, although 
it does occasion damage to anyone ; but an action does lie for doing that 
which the Legislature has authorized, negligently, and I think that 
if by a reasonable exercise of the powers either given by statute to 
the promoters or which they have at common law the damage could be pre- 
vented, it is within this ruale—‘ negligence ’—not to make such reasonable 
exercise of their powers.’’ As a general proposition, the Lord Justice said 
he did not doubt this; but he pointed out that Lord Blackburn was not 
dealing with the case of the liability or non-liability of surveyors of 
highways, which was in itself peculiar. If this general proposition were 
to be applied to the case of a surveyor of highways, it appeared to him 
that the surveyor’s immunity from being sued for non-feasance would be 
gone. By a reasonable exercise of his powers he could always repair a 
highway, and according to that oo keorye he would be guilty of negli- 
gence and liable to be sued if he did not do so, but this was not the law. 
Moreover, this same argument was addressed to the House of Lords in 
Cowley’s case, and, though the case of Geddis y. Proprietors of the Bann 
Reservoir was not cited, others to the like effect were. and were held not 
to apply. In the present cases the defendants had been guilty of no 
neglect of duty as regards the gratings ; what they had been guilty of was 
a non-feasance as regards their highways, to which, as the county court 
judge had found, the accidents which occurred to the plaintiffs were 
solely attributable. For this non-feasance no action could be main- 
tained. If the gratings had been out of order in themselves it would 
have been the duty of the defendants, irrespective of being surveyors 
of highways, to have put them in order, or to have fenced round them 
till put in order, and if by neglect of such duty a passer-by had been in- 
jured he could have sued the defendants for ; but as long as the 
gratings lawfully and properly put down remained in perfect order Moore 
v. Lambeth Waterworks hed decided there was no breach of duty in the 
defendants in leaving the gratings alone. If the defendants were to be 
held liable in these actions they would have to be held liable for the non- 
repair of their highways, and this could not be done. In his lordship’s 
judgment the defendants were not liable, and upon the facts of these 
cases it mattered not whether the defendants were ‘‘masters of both 
situations ” or not; and the case of Kent v. Worthing Local Board was in 
reality overruled by Moore v. Lambeth Waterworks. 

Davey, L.J., concurred. — Counset, Burleigh Muir; W. Graham; 
Moulton, Q.C., and W. P. Boxall; R. M. Bray. Soutcrrors, Field, Roscoe, 
$ Co., for Medwin, Davis, § Sadler, Horsham; Cobbold § Woolley ; Boxall ¢ 
Boxall, for Town Clerk, Brighton; 7. M. Goodman, Brighton. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re DRACUP, FIELD v. DRACUP—North, J., 29th November. 


Partition Action—Purcuase ny BEnerictanres—SuHARES UNDER WILL 
SET OFF AGAINST PURCHASE-MONEY—INTEREST. 


This was the further consideration of a partition action arising out of 
the will of Samuel Dracup, late of Horton, Bradford, who died on the 
22nd of October, 1868. Inter alia, the following question was raised. Under 
an order made on the 31st of January, 1893, in this action certain bene- 
ficiaries were allowed to set off part of the purchase-money (due from 
them in respect of certain real estate belonging to the testator which they 
had purchased) against their shares. The other beneficiaries contended 
that interest at four per cent. per annum was payable on the amounts s0 
= aa the parties purchasing denied that any interest should be 

owed. 

Nortn, J., held that he could not on the cases order the purchasers to 
pay four per cent. He allowed interest at the rate that would have been 
obtained if the purchase-moneys had been paid into court and invested in 
Consols.—Counset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Richard Watson; Swinfen 
Eady, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford. Soxscrrors, Burn § Berridge, for Watson, Son, 
§ Smith, Bradford; Johnson, Weatherall, § Sturt, for Wade, Bilbrough, 
Booth, § Co., Bradford. 

{Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 


COXON v. ROWLAND -Stirling, J., 20d December. 
Power or AppointmMeNt—Exercise or Powrsr nx Wiit—Degatnx oF 





| Apporrse or Fresyoip perore Testaratx—Genzxat Devise anv Ba- 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








‘QUEST OF ALL HER Estates anp Errecrs—Inrention—Co-nerrs oF 
APPOINTOR ENTITLED. 


This was a special case stated in the action for the determination by the 
court of the question whether, in the events that had happened, a certain 
freehold messuage in the City of Bristol ed under the will of Richard 
Jones, or whether it devolved upon the defendants as co-heirs at law of 
his widow Eliza Jones. By deed dated the 20th of December, 1865, the 
property in question was conveyed to such uses and in such manner as 
Eliza Jones should, notwithstanding coverture, by deed or will appoint, 
and, in default of appointment, upon trust for her for her life, and after her 
decease and such default of appointment as aforesaid to the use of 
Richard Jones in fee. Richard Jones died in March, 1887, having by his 
will, dated the 27th of January, 1887, devised a certain yearly fee farm 
rent payable out of the said messuage unto his wife, the said Eliza Jones, 
absolutely. The plaintiffs were the trustees of his will. Eliza Jones by 
her will, dated the 21st of December, 1885, gave, devised, and bequeathed 
all the real chattelreal and personal estate and effects whatsoever and 
wheresoever of which she might be possessed or entitled to or of which by 
virtue of any power or authority by any deed or will or of any separate 
use or right of property she was competent to — in manner follow- 
ing: after making certain pecuniary and specific bequests of devises she 
gave and devised the said messuage in Bristol to the said Richard Jones 
absolutely, and then the will continued, ‘‘and as to the residue and 
remainder of my estate and effects whatsoever and wheresoever (real and 
personal) after payment of all my just debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses I give, devise, and bequeath the same unto my said husband, 
Richard Jones, absolutely.”” And she appointed her said husband and 
two other persons executors of her will. Eliza Jones died in June, 1888, 
and her will was proved in July, 1888. It was contended for the plaintiffs 
that, Richard Jones having died in the lifetime of Eliza Jones, the pro- 
perty was not effectually appointed by her will, but vested in Richard 
Jones under the ultimate limitation in the settlement, and consequently 
passed under his will. The contention on behalf of the defendants was 
that the property was by virtue of the will taken out of the limitations of 
the settlement, and that as Richard Jones died in the testatrix’s lifetime it 
devolved upon them as her co-heirs at law. 

Srreune, J., said that unless the will of Eliza Jones operated as an 
appointment in favour of the defendants the title of the plaintiffs, who 
claimed under Richard Jones, must prevail, and the question was whether 
her will did so operate. The rule applicable was thus stated by the Vice- 
Chancellor of Ireland in Re De Lusi’s Trust (3 Ir. L. BR. 232) ina 
cited by Jessel, M.R., in Re Pinéde’s Settlement (28 W. R. 178, 12 Ch. D. 
667), and by Fry, J., in Willoughby Osborne v. Holyoake (31 W. R. 236, 22 
Oh. D. 239). The Vice-Chancellor said: ‘‘ The question in all cases of the 
class before me is one of intention—namely, whether the donee of the 
power meant by the exercise of it to take the property dealt with out of 
the instrument creating the power for all purposes or only for the limited 
purpose of giving effect to the particular disposition expressed.’’ Where an 
appointment was made by will under a general power to a trustee in favour 
of a person who died in the lifetime of the testator, the case of Re Van 
Hagan (29 W. R. 84, 16 Ch. D. 18) shewed that the question became one 
of resulting trust whether the appointed property was real or personal. 
There, however, the executors were the persons named as trustees. Here 
the appointment made by Eliza Jones was made without the intervention 
of any trustee, and consequently that case afforded but little guidance in 
the decision of the present case. It was, however, decided in Re Pinéde’s 
Settlement, Re Ickeringill’s Estate (29 W. R. 500, 17 Ch. D. 151), and 
Willoughby Osborne v. Holyoake that the rule laid down in Re De Lusi’s 
Trusts might apply, although the appointment was not, in the first 
instance, to the trustee. An appointment might be valid although not in 
terms made in favour of any individual. Having regard to what was laid 
down by the Court of Appeal in Re Van Hagan, no distinction could, he 
thought, be drawn in this respect between a will dealing with mal 
estate, and that appeared to have been the opinion of Hall, V.C, in 
Re Ickeringill’s Estate and of Fry, J., in Willoughby Osborne vy. Holyoake. 
Having regard to the language of the will of Eliza Jones his lordship 
came to the conclusion that the testatrix meant to include both property 
which belonged to her and property over which she had merely a power of 
disposition. The residue of both kinds of property was to be treated 
as one, and as belonging to her. He thought that under these circum- 
stances she had indicated her intention that the power should be exer- 
cised, and that the property which was subject to it should be deemed 
hers. The question must, therefore, be answered in favour of the defend- 
ants.—CounseL, Vernon Smith; Dunham. Sousctrrors, Meredith-Roberts § 
Mills, for Broad § Francis, Bristol ; Geo. Reader § Co., for David Johnstone, 


Bristol. 
{Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BOND v. PLUMB; SAME vo. SAME—4th December. 


Hovsf Kzpr ror purpose or Berrrina—Surrression or Bertinc Hovsgs 
Act, 1853, ss. 1, 3 

These were two special cases stated by justices of Sussex. In the first 

case the appellant was charged that he, being then the occupier of a 

certain office or room, did open and keep the said office or room for the 

purpose of betting with persons resorting thereto upon certain events and 

contingencies of and relating to horse races. The gs were takea 


under the first portion of section 1 and under section 3 of the Act of 
1853 for the suppression of betting houses. The first 
provides that no house, &c., shall 


portion of section 1 
opened, kept, or used for the purpose 


of betting with persons resorting thereto. By section 3 any person who, 
being the owner or occupier of any house, &c., shall open, keep, or ure the 
same for the purposes thereinbefore mentioned, or and any 
owner or occupier who shall permit the same to be eo used, shall be guilty 
of an offence punishable on summary conviction by a fine. 

given on of the mete vege yrange Gere apmr 

the room had been kept by the appellant forthe purpose of the 
(the appellant) using the same for betting with persons resorting thereto, 
and that tbat was an offence within the meaning of the first part 

lof tbe Act. The justices convicted the a t, but stated this case 
for the opinion of the court. It was con’ on behalf of the appellant 
that the first of section 1 did not constitute an offence when 
taken apart from the remainder of the section, and consequently 
that the appellant had been ity of no offence, and that the- 

must have been of the kind referred to in the preamble of the Act—viz., 
receiving money on deposit in anticipation of bet; whereas it had not 
been found as a fact that any t had been made. In the second case 
the same appellant was c under sections 1 and 3 of the Act as 
occupier of a certain room or office with keeping the same for the purpose 
of receiving money ‘‘ as or for the consideration for a certain assurance, 
undertaking, promise, and agreement to pay and give thereafter certain 
moneys or valuable th on the happening of a certain event or contin- 
gency of and relating to races.’’ The justices were of opinion that, 
whether the ee had actually received money in advance or not, 
had opened kept the premises for that p and had committed an 
offence within the terms of the information sections 1 and 3 of the 
Act. The question for the court was, Was it for a conviction 
under the said sections that the appellant should be proved to have actually 
received money or valuable things prior to the horse race in respect of 
which the money or valuable things had been deposited as a stake or 


wager ? 
Tue Covrr (Lord Corzriner, 0.J., and: Corie, J.) dismissed both 


ap ’ 
rd Corerivor, C.J., said that in the second case the justices had 
found that the appellant had and kept the premises for the pur- 
a The finding was in the very words of the statute, and he was 
clearly of opinion that the conviction was right. As to the first case the 
preamble of the Act shewed that the Act was intended to deal with two 
evils, first, the —— of betting houses, and secondly, the receiving 
money in betting houses in advance for bets. He would assume for the 
of this decision that the words of section 1 of the Act did not 
further than the preamble (though even if they did it was clear 
section and not the preamble would 
distinctly separated the two 
offences. In this case the first part of section 1 had been transgressed by 
the appellant, and the conviction was right. 

Cotutss, J., concurred.—Counset, Dale Hart ; Boxall. Soxtscrrors, F. 
Lawson Lewis, Eastbourne ; Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, § Barham, for 
Fovargue, Town Clerk, Eastbourne. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosixson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SIMPSON AND ANOTHER v. THE MORTGAGE INSURANCE CORPORA- 
; ‘TION (LIM.)—5th December. 


Insurance—Depostt in Bank—Farture or Bank—Part1a, Repayment or 
Deposit BEFORE StrruLaTep Tras—Lianiuity or AssuRED TO PAY ANNUAL 
PREMIUMS UPON WHOLE Amount or Depostr. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of the judge of 
the Live 1 County Court. The action was brought to recover the sum 
of 6s. 3d., money had and received by the defendant company as an 
insurance premium upon a consideration which had failed. On 29th 
of May, 1890, the tiffs the sum of £1,000 with the Mercantile 
Bank of Australia as a fixed it for five years from that date, 
interest at the rate of five = cent. perannum. On the 19th of June, 
1890, the ntiffs insured the raid t and the interest thereon with 
the defendant company. the premium . 
£2 10s. for each succeeding year, payable on the 24th of Junein each year. 
By the policy of insurance the defendant teed 
ment of the principal sum and 


liquidation, and in January 
= ae and £1 2s. 7d. 
defe t company had paid in on 
plaintiffs claimed Py aes Sha Syne ylty neyo eee geen mins 
£875 instead of on £1,000. The plaintiffs paid to 

£2 10s., the premium for 1893, but as to a part of that sum, viz., 6s. 
the payment was made under protest, and this action was brought to 
recover that amount. The county court j the 
plaintiffs, and the defendant company 

Tus Court (Lord Cotermwes, O0.J., aud Corts, J.) allowed the 
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against the failure of the bank to pay back the deposit. Although the pre- 


URNAL. 


brought an action against the solicitor, in which judgment by consent 


Dec, 9, 1893. 














miums were payable in each of the five years, yet the payment of those | went for £56,878. The inquiry before the committee followed. They 


premiums was made under the terms of the original agreement. The 
consideration was one entire consideration, and indivisible, and it was 
therefore a fallacy to say that there had been a partial failure of con- 
sideration. The plaintiffs had got what they bargained for, namely, the 
continued liability of the insurance company to make good any default 
on the part of the bank. If at the end of the five years the bank had 
made a small default the company would not have been obliged to 
return any part of the premiums, and the fact that the default of the 
bank occurred before the end of the stipulated time made no difference 
in the rights of the parties. Appeal allowed.—Covunsgx, Danckwerts and 
aes Carver. Souicrrons, Baker, Blaker, § Hawes; Burton, Yeates, § 
art. 
[Reported by F. O, Rosrxson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


COCKS +. MAYNER—4th December. 


Hackney Carriace—Licence—Omnrsus pLyinc ror Hre—No Cuaxrce 
To Passencers—Voiuntary Contrisutions—Towns Pouce CLavses 
Act, 1847, s. 45. 


a case stated by justices of Sussex. The respondent was charged 
under section 45 of the Towns Police Clauses Act, 1847, that, being the 
—— of an omnibus, he had permitted the same to bé'used as a 
ackney carriage plying for hire within the town and district of Hove, 
without having previously obtained a licence. The justices dismissed the 
charge. The facts of the case were as follows: In March, 1893, the 
respondent applied to the Hove commissioners for licences for three 
to ply for hire within the district of Hove, which application 
was refused, and on the day of the alleged offence the respondent held no 
licence for hackney carriages or omnibuses for the Hove district. In July 
the respondent commenced running two omnibuses over the route men- 
tioned in his application. The omnibuses were the ordinary street 
omnibuses, with the starting point, destination, and names of various 
places on the route painted on them. On each side of the omnibus was 
an advertisement board stating that the horses used in the omnibus were 
for sale or hire, and that applications with regard to them should be made 
to the respondent ; that the omnibus was placed at the disposal of the 
blic free of charge, any voluntary contributions towards their maintenance 
welcomed. Similar announcements were made inside the omnibus, 
and inside and outside of each omnibus there was a box with glass 
sides on which was painted “ voluntary contributions.’’ The conductor 
carried a leather satchel with the word “ change’’ painted on it. It was 
proved that the conductors were instructed to inform passengers that 
peyment was voluntary, that some passengers did travel on the omnibuses 
without making payment, but that passengers did as a rule place money 
in the boxes provided. The justices held that the respondent’s omnibuses 
did not ply for hire, there being no legal liability on the part of persons 
them to make any payment. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Cotgnipcr, C.J., and Cotttns, J.) held that there 
had been a distinct evasion of the statute by the respondent, and that he 
had permitted the omnibus to ply for hire. The case was therefore sent 
back to the justices in order that they might convict the respondent. 
Appeal allowed.—Covunset, Finlay, Q.C., and Borall; Winch, Q.C., and 
Gore. Souicitors, Harwood, for C. A. Woolley, Hove ; Snell, Sons, § Greenip, 
for Lamb § Gates, Brighton. 


{Reported by F. O. Rontyson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A SOLICITOR, Er parte THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY— 
30th November. 


Soxicrron—ProressionaL Misconpvct—Larce Sums RECEIVED FoR INVEST- 
MENT FROM OLIENT AGED TWENTY-onE YEARS—No INDEPENDENT ADVICE— 
Fatvne To xger Accounts—Loss or SuMS INTRUSTED. 


In this case seven charges were preferred against the solicitor. The first 
charge, _ which alone the court acted, arose out of transactions 
between solicitor and a client, Mr. Leigh, as to which the following 
are the more material facts :—Mr. Leigh came of age in April, 1887, and 
had previously been on terms of friendship with the solicitor. Between 
May and November of that year Mr. Leigh handed to the solicitor sums 
amounting altogether to £69,500, and the charge was that these sums were 
my to the solicitor for investment, and that they had not been invested, 

that a portion of the money had been misappropriated by the solicitor 

to his own use. The Committee of the Incorporated Law Society reported 
that no letters or memoranda were produced to shew upon what terms 
these sums were received, and that the solicitor stated that he had made 
no written records, and that his account with Mr. Leigh had only been 
written up in his ledger shortly before the inquiry by the committee com- 
menced. The solicitor swore that the sums were lent to him at five per 
cent. interest, and “‘ to use the money as he liked.” Mr. Leigh gave no 
evidence at the inquiry. Letters from both parties were produced in which 
of the sums in question were referred to as sent and received “‘ for 

t.”” In aletter of May, 1888, the solicitor wrote to Mr. Leigh 

that, as the money which had been lent on different securities was from 
time to time repaid, it would be reinvested in Mr. Leigh’s name. In 
October, 1888, the solicitor wrote to Mr. Leigh otustlelaion that a 
sum, amounting to many thousands of pounds, was owing by 

to Mr. Leigh, and that the latter had a right to go into all questions 

of account in In October, 1892, Mr. Leigh r pay- 


ment of the sums advanced to the solicitor, and, on failing to o it, 





reported that the solicitor was guilty of professional misconduct—(1) in 
accepting such large sums from a client immediately after he had attained 
the age of twenty-one years; (2) in keeping no proper accounts or record 
of the transaction; and (3) in neglecting to carry out the promise made to 
Mr. Leigh in the letter of May, 1888, to invest in Mr. Leigh’s name. The 
remaining six charges related to other dealings by the solicitor with various 
investments and securities of Mr. Leigh’s in the years 1888 to 1890. As 
to three of these the committee found that there had been professional 
misconduct ; the remaining charges were not considered to be proved. 
Affidavits as to the character of the solicitor were put before the court. 


Wits, J., in the course of a considered judgment, said :—Seven charges 
are made against the solicitor, on some of which the committee have 
acquitted him, and of which we think that there is only one—the first— 
on which it would be safe to act. On the others I desire to make this 
general observation, that it is hardly possible to come to a satisfactory 
conclusion in the absence of Mr. Leigh. In any criminal case, in the 
absence of any reason for his not being produced, the absence of the 
complainant would certainly in any case of doubt lead to a most lenient 
consideration of the case. It is impossible in Mr. Leigh’s absence to tell 
what degree of weight or credit ought to be given to the solicitor’s state- 
ments as to the assent of his client to what was done. It is impossible for 
the committee or for the court to form a right judgment on the moral 
aspect of the case without — how far the client would confirm or 
contradict what the solicitor stated on that subject. And I cannot but 
think that the committee has hardly given sufficient weight to this con- 
sideration. Inquiries of this kind cannot be satisfactorily made in the 
absence of such a material witness, and I therefore feel bound to treat 
these charges as not made out. This general observation covers to a great 
extent all the charges made, though it does not enable the court to absolve 
the solicitor altogether on the first and principal charge. As to all the 
others, however, I am not satisfied that they were made out or that I 
can concur in the unfavourable judgment formed by the committee. [His 
lordship then dealt with the charges other than the firat, and continued :—] 
The result, therefore, is that as to these charges, and as to the whole case, 
we ought to treat the solicitor as acquitted upon the grosser charges in- 
volved in utterly unauthorized and conscious misappropriation of any- 
thing like fraud or intentional dishonesty. For this purpose I can make 
no distinction between matters not proved and charges on which we are 
satisfied of his innocence. On some of these charges Mr. Channell has 
succeeded in removing from my mind anything like the grosser form of 
actual dishonesty, and as to the others, on which there may be doubt, we 
ought to treat them as not established yma him, and he ought to be 
acquitted of any of the grosser forms of delinquency. But then there re- 
mains the more general charge of professional misconduct, which the com~- 
mittee found to Se established and on which we cannot come to any other 
conclusion. This much must be taken to be established—that the solicitor 
had for his client a young man just turned twenty-one years of age, and 
was his professional adviser under circumstances which created in an un- 
usual d a confidential relation, in which he was bound to supply his 
client with all the assistance derivable from his experience and knowledge 
of the world, and his knowledge of the obligation imposed upon him as a 
solicitor in such confidential relations. Under these circumstances, the 
solicitor acted without, so to speak, putting him ‘‘ at arm’s length,’’ and 
allowed himself to take from him these enormous sums of money, to be 
used by him more or less in his own speculations. Was it not his duty 
to take care that, at all events in such transactions, his client should 
not be at a disadvantage, trusting to him for advice instead of going to 
independent advisers? It is a fundamental principle governing the rela- 
tions of solicitors and their clients that these tions are confidential 
like those of trustees, who are not allowed to make any personal profit 
or advantage out of their trust. So in matters of this kind—between a 
solicitor and his client—any personal advantage obtained from his client 
while in the exercise of his professional functions towards him could 
hardly be supported in a court of equity. The solicitor, therefore, must 
know, when he is dealing in this way with his client, that he is engaged 
in transactions which, if challenged, cannot stand, and which are 
contrary to the whole spirit of the rules of the profession. Upon ques- 
tions of this kind, and in all cases of professional misconduct, the com- 
mittee of the Incorporated Law Society are the safest and surest guides, 
knowing, as they must, the feeling and practice of the profession, and 
being unlikely to be too severe upon its members. In the present case I 
cannot doubt that they have come to a right conclusion. Here is a 
solicitor with a client just over twenty-one, competent, no doubt, to 
understand business, but not a business man, and likely to fall under the 
influence of his professional adviser. It does seem that investments were 
originally contemplated by the client, for in the letter enclosing the last 
advance it is stated to be “for investment.’’ And I cannot but think 
that it was by the looseness which characterized these transactions that 
they were allowed to degenerate into the state of things with which we 
have to deal. I cannot help thinking that this looseness of dealing might 
have led the solicitor to fancy that he was justified in treating the 
advances as he did. The letter of the 29th of May, 1889, was the 
foundation of the proof that the advances were regarded as loans. The 
solicitor’s letter, however, runs thus :—-‘‘I have belonging to Mr. Leigh 
£84,000 in my hands, which he is entitled to,” &c. That is very different 
from saying, ‘‘I have borrowed” that amount. Looking at the letters, 
we cannot help thinking that the client has suffered ously in the 
matter from the inconsistent characters taken by the solicitor, and which 
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have thought that something of this sort was taking I cannot doubt. 
For the ‘etter of the 16th of March, 1888, from F angak Smo indicates 
that, as to the sumof £4,000, he was guaranteeing five per cent. upon it to 
Mr. Leigh ; and this implied that he was getting over yp tens for him. 
Mr. Leigh can hardly have failed to understand that, his subsequent 
letters seemed to shew that he did not like it, for he says that at twelve 
months’ notice the solicitor must repay the money. If it had ha ed that 
he had independent advisers there can be no doubt they would have taken 
measures to recover it, but, as it happened, a considerable part of it was 
lost. It is impossible to say that the solicitor was not guilty of grave pro- 
fessional misconduct. And this part of the case does not depend on what 
took place subsequently, nor could it be affected by anything Mr. Leigh 
might have said if he had attended before the committee or come here. 
Even if he had admitted that he had afterwards enlarged the o 
authority, that would have left this aspect of the case as it is—the com- 
bining in his own person two inconsistent and contradictory relations, 
which no solicitor ought to have allowed himself to assume. We have 
now the painful duty to consider, under these circumstances, to what 
extent our censure upon the solicitor should go. I cannot think that in a 
matter of this kind his previous good character and the good opinion of 
his friends ought to make any difference. We think that, since we acquit 
the solicitor of the grosser charge of actual dishonesty, we ought not to 
strike his name from the rolls of the court, but we think that he must be 
suspended from practice for two years. 

Wricut, J.—I am of the same opinion, and will only add that if these 
moneys were obtained on loan, it was a loan to be put into investment, 
and the character of some of the investments appears to be such that a 
solicitor could not properly put his client’s money into these investments 
without the fullest disclosure of their character, and seeing that the client 
had independent advice. The order was that John Cole Stogdon, of 
Clement’s-inn, Strand, be suspended from practice for two years, the order 
not to come into force until the Ist of January next, so as to enable the 
solicitor to arrange pending business.—Counsge1t, 7. 7. Paine ; Channell, 
Q.C., and Wedderburn. So.scrrons, BE. W. Williamson; J. C. Stogdon. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 4—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. C. Willoughby-Wil- 
liams moved: ‘‘ That the United Chartered Company of South Africa has 
shewn itself unworthy of the confidence of the British people, and ought 
to be placed under a stricter Imperial control.” He contended, among 
other things, that if the statement of the facts of the case by a resident in 
South Africa which had appeared in the daily papers were true, the pro- 
ceedings of the company were more worthy of the 13th than of the 19th 
century. Mr. W. F. Symonds opposed the motion. He refused, as an 
Englishman, to believe the atrocities attributed to the company, and said 
that sufficient evidence had not been adduced to prove them. Amongst the 
subsequent speakers were Mr. G. D. Elliman and Mr. Kains-Jackson. 
The latter, in a speech of much information, exposed the foibles of the 
Matabeles, and contended that the wisdom of the company had been equal 
to that of even the Imperial Government itself. The opener having re- 
plied, the motion was put and lost by a majority of two votes. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a special meeting of the directors held at the Hall of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on Thursday, the 7th inst.—the following being 
present, viz., Mr. Charles Burt (chairman), Mesers. William Collisson, 
Samuel John Daw, Laurence Desborough, John Hollams, Harry Curtis 
Nisbet, Walter Scadding, Arthur Toovey, Spencer Whitehead, and 
Arthur Carpenter (secretary)—it was moved by Mr. Hollams, and seconded 
by Mr. Daw, ‘‘ That it is desirable to amalgamate with the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association on terms to be arranged between the two 
societies.” Mr. Toovey moved, and Mr. Desborough seconded, an 
amendment: ‘‘ That schemes of amalgamation with the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association having been on several occasions and recently 
before the directors and members of the Law Association, and rejected by 
them, the directors do not feel justified in again submitting the matter to 
the members of their association.’” Upon the amendment being put, five 
voted for and four against it, and being subsequently put as the original 
motion, was carried by the same number of votes. Mr. Edward Foss and 
Mr. John Moodie were elected members. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desnatine Socrery.—Dec. 5—Mr. Clarence Harcourt in 
the chair.—Mr. W. R. Bousfield, Q.C., M.P., opened the subject for 
debate: ‘That this society regrets that the Government should have 
dealt with the subject of employers’ liability in a partial and incomplete 
manner when they had the a of initiating a comprehensive 
scheme for dealing with all classes of ts.” The members 
also spoke :—Messrs. C. H. Smith, A. Smith, Clarke, 

, Watson, Nugent, Chaplin, Nimmo, Thirl , and H. 


, Green, Tebbutt, | , 
Harcourt. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Wriu1am Porrser, Q.C., who died this week at his chambers in 
Paper-buildings, Temple, was the only son of Mr. W. Potter 
pool, and was called to the bar in 1861. Shortly afterwards he joined 
the Northern Circuit. He was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1880,-and 
elected a Bencher of the Inner Temple in 1881. He was an unsuccessful 
candidate for East Northam: 
a prominent member of the Northern Bar Lodge of Freemasons. 


Mr. Wriuuam Speen, Q.C., died at his residence in Portland- on 
Monday at the age of eighty years. He was called to the bar in 1839, and 
was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1885. 


Mr. Gzorcz Morisey Dowprswe.t, Q.C., died on Saturday morning. 
He was called to the bar in 1834, and joined the Oxford Circuit. He was 
made a Queen’s Counsel in 1866. He was appointed an official referee of 
the High Court of Justice in 1877, but resigned the office in 1889. 
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- APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Cuartes Russert, Q.C., M.P., and Sir Ricuanp Wessrzr, Q.C., 
M.P., are to be created Knights Grand Cross of the Order of St. Michael 
and St. George. 


Mr. Freperick Acton, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Acton & Marriott, 
and a Magistrate for Nottingham, has being ® ted the Acting Under- 
— Nottinghamshire, in place of the Mr. Arthur Williams, 


Babu Pramopa Cuarn Bananst has been appointed a Judge of the High 
Court of Judicature for the North-Western Provinces, in succession to Mr. 
Justice Saiyid Mahmud. 


Mr. Puitrr Vernon Sarru, barrister, has been appointed Chancellor of 
pangs ge te succession to Mr. R. C. Christie. Mr. Smith was called to 
the bar . 


: GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Shee, Q.C., of the Northern Circuit, has been ap- 
pointed judge of the Salford Hundred Court of Record, one of the offices 
held by the late Mr. West, Q.C., Recorder of Manchester. 


Vanity Fair of this week has an admirable cartoon of Mr. Justice Cave, 
to which is appended the motto: ‘That won’t do, you know!” The 
artist appears to have caught the learned judge at a moment when he was 
not only free from the drowsy influence of the bench, but was particularly 
wide awake. Countenance and attitude are alike characteristic. 


It is stated that the report of the Featherstone Commission was handed 
by Sir Albert Rollit and Mr. Haldane to the Home Secretary on Wednes- 
day, and that it was to be laid on the table of the House of Commons on 
Thursday. In view of the unusual im; of the document 
arrangements were made with the ters, so that copies be 
available for the use of members in the course of Thursday evening. 


The St. James’s Gazette, in an article on ‘‘ Scotch Criminal Procedure,”’ says: 
“The chief points in which a Scotch differs from an English criminal trial 
are these: In the prisoner is tried by a jury of fifteen ; the ver- 
dict of a majority is sufficient; and in case the jurors, while not legally 
satisfied of the prisoner’s guilt, are not convin of his innocence, they 
may find the charge Nag him not proven. It must also be added that 
in Scotland the Pu Prosecutor proceeds to lay the evidence for the 
Crown before the jury without any ‘ opening statement,’ and that in all 
cases the law “gives to the prisoner or his counsel ‘the last word.’ In 
giving the last word to the prisoner or his counzel the law of Scotland has 
adopted a wise as well as a generous course. If a speech for the defence 
errs on the side of warmth, the judge can and does correct its extrava- 
——. No public injury is therefore uced by the rule that the last 
orensic ap to the jury shall be on behalf of the accused; while 
the judicial tone that Crown prosecutors ought to manifest is undoubtedly 
fostered by it to an extent that is unattainable where they have 
a right of reply. Whoever questions fact may have his doubts 
removed by comparing the speech in which Lord Advocate Moncrieff 
summed up the case for the Pang emg Madeline Smith, with the 
brilliant litigious reply by which verized the defence of 
Palmer and provo! from that notorious » when a verdict of 
guilty was returned, the comment, couched in the language of the turf 
with which he was so familiar, that ‘ the riding’ had done it.”’ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reamstnans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





The motion was lost by four votes. 





Date. Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Currrr. Norra. 

Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Rolt Pemberton 

Parmer Ward 

Rolt Pemberton 

Farmer Ward 

Rolt Pemberton 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieuixe. KEKewicn. Romer. 

Monda: Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
Tuesda Clowes Lavie 
wi Jackson Carrington 
T Clowes Lavie 
I Jackson Carrington 

Clowes Lavie 








STAMMERERS of all ages, and parents of stammering children should read a book 
written by a gentleman who cured himself after en nearly forty years.» Post-free for 
stamps from Mr. B. Beastey, Brampton- Huntingdon, or “‘ Sherwood, 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. 
Wanrixe " InTENDINe Hovse Puncaasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
ents thoroughly examined by an expert from The 


a house have the Sani arrangem 
& Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological May Victoria-st., 
We ster (Instad. 3875), who undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.--[Apvt.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivary, Dec. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourtep 1s Caancery. 

Avappix Primary Evecrnic Barrery Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 
to eard before Vaughan Williams, J,on Dec 19. Pakeman, 20, Bucklers- 
bury, solor for petner. Notice of sepuning must reach the abovenamed not later than 

6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 1 


— Gotp Mixer, rea + are required, on or before Jan 24, to send their 
and particulars of their ee or claims, to George Benson Monk- 

house, 29, St Swithin’s lane. Romer & 4, Copthall chbrs, solors for liquidator 
Hocxixe Vatitey Coat Co, Linrrep—Creditors are ‘required, on or before Jan 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and i 4 ¢ their debts or claims, to Thomas William 


Hargraves, 18, St. Thomas st, 8.E. T. Hargraves, 18, St. Thomas st, solor for 


= upic Music Hatt, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 11, to send their 
addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Newson-Smith, 

37, 37, Walbrook. Holder & Wood, 40, Cheapside, solors for liquidator 
Parne-Gauuwey & Co, Laurr ep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send their 
names and . and particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Ferguson Miller, 

8q. in Furness 

Sovrn age Liaperat axpv Rapicay Newsparer axp News Aceycy Co, Limirep— 
required, on or before Feb 1, to send their names and addresses, and 
particulars 0 of "their debts or claims, to J. Arthur Hughes, 61, Vere st, Cadoxton juxta 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
a axp Bisnor Suttoy Frienpty Sociery, Red Lion Inn, Bishop Sutton, Bristol. 
Yov 25 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1s CHANCERY. 
Avustis Sasrrafgy Cyiisver Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 13, to 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Woodhouse Price, 27, Grey st, Newcastle on Tyne. Hoyle & Co, Newcastle on Tyne, 
solors for liquidator 
Cc. T. ae 7. & Sox, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, ordered to be 
ng > han Will jams, J, on Tuesday, Dec 19. Clarkson & Co, agents for 
tates Ne weastle on Tyne, solors for petner 
ont eaten Co, Liurrep—By an order made by North, J, dated Feb 7, 1891, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Chapman, 10, 
Pancras lane, solor for petner 
Contract Sywpicate, Liwrrev—Creditors are requested, on or before Dec 22, to send in 
their claims to Elles Hill, 70, Mark lane 
Suatieniwce Reroru Cive Buiipixe Co, ‘Loutep—Creditors are required, on or before 
5 oe 10, to send names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
iy tr 8, Mayfield terr, Cook st, Rochdale. Molesworth & Mattley, Rochdale, 
pm lor liq’ 
SouTners ya Pastorat Co, Limirev—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
15, to send their names and ad , and particulars of their debts or claims, to Sinclair 
MacLeay, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Budd & Co, Austinfriars, solors for liqui- 
dator 


Ustimitep 1s CHasceny. 
IstemsatioxgL Exuipitiox or Mixing axp Metariurcy (Loxpvow, 1890)—Creditors are 
req on or before Jan &, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts, to Herbert C. Gray and George A. Ferguson, 18, Finch lane 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cuiaim, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 17. 
Boom, Haxyxan, St Luke’s Hospital, Old st Deci2 Attorney-General v Brown, Chitty, 
Hare & Co, Temple chbrs, Whitefriars 
pas At... Georce Wasuixctos, Richmond, Surrey, Esq Dec 15 Giles v Galloway, 
N J Simpson, Gracechurch st 
Joxes, Witiam, Lianwnog, Montgomery, Farmer Dec9 Jones v Jones, Lionel Clarke, 
Courts of Justice Woosnam, Newtown 
aes Tuoxuas Waicur, Skirbeck Quarter, Lincoln, Baptist Minister Dec 5 Kirby 
, * illiarms, Leicester 
Siceonen AMES, Frome, Somerset, Grocer Dec 5 Wilts and Dorset Banking Co v 
ks, Stirling, J Ames, Frome 
Tugs Tuomas, Dewsbury, Bottle Manufacturer Dec18 Turner vy Turner, Chitty, J 
Clough, Dowsbasy ’ 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Nov. 24. 
Fouses, Arruve, Cornhill, Stockbroker Jani Macleay v Burkitt, Stirling, J Ashurst 
Throgmorton avenue 


, 
ae 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazdte,—Tursvay, Nov. 2, 

Agmtract, Jonx Beavuort, Pudsey, York, Cloth Manufacturer Jan1 Crawford, Leeds 
Besxerr, Eowsx, Clerkenwell Dec3i Muthew H Hale, Raymond's bidgs 
Brnp, Bazan, Norton, Derby, Widow F.01 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 
Buiaxp, Mary, Ripon Deci6 Wise & Son, Ripon 
Berrorx, Pamir, Tollerton, Farmer Jan 25 Truman, Nottingham 





Cuatrieip, Evwarp, Brighton, Confectioner Jan6é Evershed & Shapland, Brighton 

Corr, James, Burton crescent, Licensed Victualler Dec 23 Routh & Co, Bloomsbury 

Corey, Emma, Handsworth Dec 30 Richard Chinn, Birmingham 

Co.ey, Georcz, Handsworth, Jeweller Dec 30 Richard Chinn, Birmingham 

Dossiz, Mary Any Bieavoy, Exmouth Dec12 Hunters & Haynes, New sq 

Eaton, Wititam, Derby, Gent Dec 30 Moody & Woolley, Derby 

Eccuiestox, Jonny, Blackpool, Jeweller Dec 20 James B. F. Whiteside, Preston 

iam, 2p Exvizasetna, Lymington, Hants Dec 30 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 


Gass, Fanny Exizasetn, Dunster, Widow Jani Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs ' = 
Grres, Lyp1a, Stafford, Widow Jani R Heaton & Son, Burslem Re 


Han.ey, Mrs Mary, Shrewsbury, Widow Dec 30 E & E A Harley, Bristol : 


Hirst, Any, Tufnell pk Jani JG Wilson & Co, Durham 

How, Tuomas, Kensington Jan1 J Harwood, Cannon st 

Kirk, Emity, Danbury, Chelmsford, Widow Dec 31 Norton & Co, Victoria st 
Lawrence, Desonau Isapecia, Twickenham, Widow Dec 27 AG Dinn, Gresham bldgs 
Leemay, Evizasetu, York Jan1 W Wilkinson, York 

Morris, Jutia Annie, Brockley, Milliner Dec 31 J N Mason & Co, 32, Gresham st 
Parkinson, Barruo.omew, Chipping, Lancaster, Farmer Dec30 WA & R Ascroft 
Rice, oo Broox, Tilmanstone, Kent, Major-General in H M’s Army Jani Still- 


well & Harby, Dover 
Rymer, Jane, Stoke Newington, Spinster Dec 27 Payne & Son, Chancery lane 


Srewart, Tuomas Dormanp, North Shields, Builder Jan 10 Dickinson & Co, North 
ie 
Sreay, Rosert, Shrewsbury, C ial Traveller Jani Nutsey & Payne, Shrewsbury 
Tare, Mary, Durham, Widow Jan 10 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Timms, James, Walthamstow,Gent Jani4 Carter & Barber, Austinfriars 
Veriry, Witi1aM, Liverpool, Architect Dec 31 Wise & Son, Ripon Eg 
Wiks, Any, Olton, Warwick Jan 6 Reece & Co, Birmingham a 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 1. : 





Barry, Mary, Fiintergill, Sedbergh Dec 23 Ward & Sons, Leeds i, 


Baraysuay, Witiiam, Wigan, Fellmonger Jan10 Hulton & Co, Bolton 

Brivey, Grorcz, Abbots Morton, Farmer Jan1 A R Hudson, Pershore 

Broapwoop, Henry Fowxer, Newdigate, Surrey Dec31 Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

Brooke, Epitrn, Honley, York, Spinster Dec 22 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

Co.uier, Henry Mayy, Highbury, Gent Decil Reland, Coleman st 

Crowruer, Epwarp, Huddersfield, Contractor Jan5 Brook & Co, Huddersfield 

Dani£.1, Samuret Atiex, Moseley, Worcester, Machinist Jan 1 Pearson, Birmingham 
Daruine, Joun Miiiar, Millbrook, Southampton, Agent Jan1 Candy & Candy, South- 

Da am p, Russell st, Fishing Tackle Maker Dec 31 Norris & Son, Gray’s inn pl 
Dermo.p, Freverick Ernest, Bournemouth June28 Brahe & Gair, Melbourne, Victoria 
Dewicx, Eumwa Marraa, Retford, Spinster Dec17 Thos Bescoby, East Retford 
Dickey, Jutia Hupson, Guildford, Spinster Jan13 Farlow & Jackson, Fenchurch st 
Dicxix, Arruur, Burslem, Timber Merchant Dec 30 Ellis, Burslem 

Fintu, Cuarces Henry, Sheffield March 31 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Grant, Saran, Warwick st,Spinster Jan15 F & H Taylor, Bakewell 

Haris, Wim, Clifton, Bristol Jan Glyde, Bristol 

Hopcrs, Hesry Wickens, Ealing, Insurance Manager Jan6 Wood & Co, Gt James st 
Hovitt, Ricnarp, Oxford gdns, Captain Jan1 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Jayrray, Mary ALexanprina Saran, Chester, Spinster Jan 17 Style & Co, Liverpool a 4 
Jervis, Mary Anne, Twickenham, Widow Jan1 Bell & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields t 
Lysacut, Percy Powers, Brighton, Esq Dec30 Robinson & Wilkins, King’s Arms yd 

Marks, Davin, Sutherland avenue, Esq Jan15 Bell & Co, Bow Church yd 

Mantiy, Cuanves, East Bergholt,Gent Jan6é Kingsworth, Ipswich 

Mor.ey, Jouns, York, Wheelwright Jan10 Dent, York 

Newrtox, Taouas, Wirksworth, Derby, Maltster Jan 31 Haxby & Co, Leicester 

Norgis, Warten Hammonp, Kensington, Gent Dec 20 Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 

Gasyniana, Feisty Great Quebec st, Spinster Jan5 Morley & Co, Gresham House, Old 


Ossonye, Ricnarv, Nunhead Green, Butcher Dec 25 Rumney, Basinghall st 

Parey, Arruur Franxtys, Balham hill Jan 5 Sam Patey, 90, London Wall 

Pixe, Joseru, Hilperton, Wilts, Yeoman Jan6 Mann & Rodway, Trowbridge ; 
Porrer, Joseru, Sidcup, Kent Jani14 Harrison & Davies, Bedford row 4 
Berve, James, Lea, Wilta, Farmer Jan1 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 
Rasouey, Lzoroip Oscar, Manchester, Shipping Merchant Feb 22 Withington & Co, 


ester .. 
Bionrpay, Tuomas Travers, Bath, Surgeon Jan10 Rhagg, Newcastle on Tyne : a 


Siums, Faeverick Warren, Brighton Jan 12 Micklem & Hollingworth, Gresham st 
Siaren, Ricuarp, Rotherham, Warehouseman Jan8& Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
SuaLiwoov, Atrsep, Handsworth, Stafford, Brassfounder Dec 30 Pointon, Birmingham 
Surrn, Joux, Lincoln, Chemist Jan2 Dalton & Kemp, Lincoln 

Srexper, Mania, Bath Jani Gill & Bush, Bath 

Srewant, Many Cassexs, Kirkstyle, Widow Dec16 Boyd & Co, Leith 

Scovex, Wii.14M, Southborough, Lieutenant Dec 31 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Summenso1L., Tuomas, Preston, Gent Dec 30 W A & R Ascroft, Preston 

Tayon, Feanx, Linden gdns, Chiswick Jan 1 Dawes, Rye 

Tuousox, ALrrup Geonor, South Belgravia, Auctioneer Dec 21 Dumbell, Cheapside 
Tucker, Many Sornia, Ashburton, Devon, Spinster Jan1 Nelson & Son, Godliman st 
Vacnzett, Eow1s, Ealing, Esq Jan 1 Riddell & Co, John at 

Wis0x, Marruew, North Shields, Grocer Dec 31 Em'ey, Newcastle on Tyne 
Woonwagp, Marruzw, Wolverhampton, Miller Dec 81 Manby & Son, Wolverhampton 
Youne, Eriza, Mile End rd, Spinster Jan12 Ford & Ford, Outer Temple 

Youxc, Manoanet, Mile End rd, Spinster Jan12 Ford & Ford, Outer Temple 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Fatpay, Dec. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aanzen, Tose, Faas, Fruiterer High Court Pet 


‘ov 29 
Arrertoy, Watrsr, South st, Art Publisher High Court 
2 Pet Nov3 Ord ny 28 zr 
ARRACLOUGH, Henny Rosixson, Dudley Hill, Yorks, Bone 
Crusher Bradford Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 97 
Busgr, tones, Harrogate, Greengrocer York Pet Nov 27 
‘ov 27 


Betreripvez, Ratpn Ecerrox, Smethwick, Staffs, Green- 
2 grocer irminghan Pet Nov 27 nage Ad 
inGHamM, Artaur, Nottingham, Milliner 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
Buswp, D, Pilgrim st, Tobacconist High Court Pet Nov 
8 Ord Nov 3 


‘ov 

Boyp, Henry Georcs, &t Mary axe, Ship Broker High 
Court Pet Oct25 Ord Nov 27 

Braysox, Taomas Ex1, Coventry, Commercial Traveller 
Northampton Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 29 

Bripez, Aurrep, Messing, Essex, Dealer Colchester Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Burns, Joun Burys, Thrapston, Northants, Ironfounder 
Northampton Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 29 

Conotiy, J, Grocer High Court Pet Novi Ord Nov 27 


Cox, Stzrnex, Kettering, Shoe Manufacturer Northamp- 
“ton - Pet Oct 31 Nov 18 

Crosse, Henny, Mile End, Sauce Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Nov Ord Nov 28 

Evans, Tuomas Ropert, Ellesmere Port, Cheshire, Iron- 
monger Birkenhead Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Gorpox, R F C, Jhansi, Bengal, Lieutenant High Court 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 24 

Guay, Tuomas, Reighton, Yorks, Engineer Scarborough 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Hirsuuan, Joszra, New Kent rd, Baker High Court Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Hircuix, Joux, & Sox, Long Eaton, Lace Manufacturers 

Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Howaazp, Ropert Attex, Old Dalby, Leics, Grazier Lei- 
cester Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 27 

Howss, Eowarp, Norwich, Provision Dealer Norwich 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Hoy, Epwarp Jouy, East Dereham, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 27 


James, Jons#, Portmadoc, Fishmonger Portmadoc and 
Blaenau Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Kine, C Stuart, Liverpool, Merchant Liverpool Pet Nov 
1l Ord Nov 29 ; 

Lamsert, Cuarces, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Bristol 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

L: wresson, Many Axx, Wakefield, Manageress Wakefield 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Lewry0, Ausert, Gutter lane, Warehouseman High Court 
Pet Nov29 Ord Nov 29 

Lewis, Joszrn, Merchant’s Traveller Swansea 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nev 25 

Loaper, Cates, Kinson, Dorset, Chair Maker Poole Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Marpment, Jeremman, East Knoyle, Wilts, Bricklayer 
Salisbury Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

MaitTLaxD oe se st, Merchants High Court 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 27 


a Gores, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet Nov 27 


ov 27 
Morais, Anraur E Perxs, Dover st, h Court 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 29 ertnianat ie 
Nye, Geores Maxty, Hove, Sussex, House Agent Brighton 
et Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
OxzE.1, Josepn, Liverpool, Contractor Liverpool Pet Sept 
R be Of Nost Chiswick Civil Engin High Court 
IDLEY, OBL, > eer 
R on ae Ord Nov 99 Northallerton 
Ivers, WILLIAM, 8, 
Pet Nov 25 nd Nor 
Rosinsox, Ricmarp, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet 
am Nov f Ord 5 a 28 tu 
uss, CaarLes Epwin, Liversedge, Currier Dewsbury 
a Pet Nov #7 Ord Nov 27 mt 
AUNDERSON, BERT, Croydon 
Practiti Pet Nov 28 | Ord Nov 28 





Pet 
aoe On, E, Sostypetla, Dagens Pontypridd Pet 


Suirn, Bexsamtm Nicnou: Shepherd’s Bush, Licensed 
Victualler Edmonton Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Surrn, J. Liowzn, Ue Cheltenham Chel! 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 
Srvrtie, Cuartes BuyJamix, Southsea, Post Master Ports- 
sen mouth | Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 98 if 
TRIDE, JAMES ILL j uctioneer 
hton Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov one, 
Innkeeper Caz- 


Tuomas, Jonx, Liandebie, 
x marthen Pet Hov 2 Ord Nov 24 
Vine, Vicror FrrzHzwry, Newbury, Berks, Cook New- 
Ww Wines -; | lh, 5. 4 Leeds 
ALLS, WILLIAM ¥, Agent 
Pet Nov #5 Ord Nov 25 
Warsos Jom Dulwich, Builder High Court Pet Nov 7 
ov 
Witisos, Samui, Blacklands ter, Eating-house Keeper 
igh’ Court Pet Nov 98 Ord Nov 23 
Great 


Wonrtiey, Arruur, 8t ‘s, Commission Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 


The f amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
ee St te a - 


Suita, Arrav + en Lodging-hotse Keeper Scar. 
borough Bet Nov Nov,6 


Beacn, James Cuantes, Marylebone ri Dec 8 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Berar, Jonas, Harrogate, Greengrocer Dec 12 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate’ York 
Boutros, Atrrep Cuantes Witiiam Cr Norwich, 
Plumber Dec9ati2 Off Rec, st, Norwich 
Dee Sat il Bank wr tudes , 
8 
Conzx, tty my tS ebm! Sponge Mer- 
chant DecSat2 Bankru i st 
Grorcz, Ware, Corn Sat 11.90 Shire- 
Daves, Sumas Hewry, Brixton, Commission Agent Dec 


bidgs, Carey st 
Bee, Se De rd, Gent Dec 8 at 12 
kruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Sram, Saran, a Grocer Dec 8 at 12 
Reo, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Ev. J wyn, Cornwall, Farmer Dec 9 at 12.30 


Reo, wen st, Truro 
ser Witsos, Colne, Basket Maker Tec 22 
12 Law New 
Hauvetrt, Jos: Sul apes, OS t Dec Sat 
11.30 24, way 
Ricsarr James, 


On'hee ts. + gh my , Grocer Dec ll at 3 
Tem: avenue 
Hina, Grecney, , Stonemason Dec 20 at 11.30 


Hay Dealer DecSati2 Off Rec, 





Rene, Se Ladlow, Salop, Painter Dec 11 at 10 


senben ibaa Derby, Fruiferer Dec Sat il Off 
St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
JoneEs, Pentre, Glam, Tailor Dec Sat 3 Off Rec, 








Dee 8 at 12 
Cross eots, Hunts 
Rypsr, Tees, Sasa Dec 8 at 2.30 


ARBOROU OuN Leicester, Leather Merchant 
Dec 8 at3 Off Reo, 1, st, Leicester 





Cusguumee: tian: Uiltain, ieties Dale Uden 
Pet Nor ii Gnd Novae 


Frepentcx Groner, Bucklersbury, Mining 
Court Pet Get 30 Ord Nov 93 





High 
Evaws, Jauns, Keawyn, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet Nov 
9 On Nora 





Pet Oct 30 2 
jm —- Portmaloc Pet 
Jounsor, Jooern House Furnisher Stoke 
upon Trent Pet 10 7 


auazar, Cuantes, Bristol, Commercial Traveller . Bristol 
. Pet Hev $9 Od Mov Se a 
“Wakelicld Pet Nov'37 agape 86 


Pre 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov Pet Mer St 


Mreas, Haraan, Bradford, Groce Bradford Pet Nov 21 


Nieaersr, Cuartes Eowanp, Blackburn, Jeweller Black- 
burn Pet Nové Ord Nov 27 

*~_ Pet Nov 33 "God thor 35 4 . 

Praxt, Gronezs Hexny, Leek, Boxmaker' Macclzsfield 
Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 28 


Raptev, Jenemtan, Milton st, Carpenter High Court Pet : 


Nové Ord Nov 28 


Rosixsox, Ricuarp, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Scorr. W: Wandsworth, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Nov 2 Nov 29 

Gua. Aan Seeeenes, Bete Huddersfield 

lov 
mR, and Hanais, Pontypridd, Drapers 
Pet Nov2s Ord Nov 29 

Sr Luts, ‘aARD ps Soverat, Gt Western 
Hotel Court Pet Oct 25 Oni Nov 28 

Swax, Emty 7 Florist 

a July 28 Nov ‘ 

marthen Nov 24 Nov 


Warts, Wuuiam Hewey, Commission Agent Leeis 
Pet Nov % Ord Nov 25 


Samusc Wane , South 
"Gronton‘Laloetet, Baroor Leicester Pet Nov 8 
Nov 20 
Werxsere, Jozt Gersox, Dalston, Cabinet Maker High 
w Cont Pe Soe Ord Nov 28 x 


Longton, Grocer Stoke 
= Pet Nov 8. Ord Nov 38 bibs 


London Gasetie—Turspay, Dec. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


B Rica Butcher Court 
“fet hor 9) Ort Nor SO ee 
“a Sheffield Novi? Ord Nov 30 
Ord Dee 3 Athos a 
Bayax, Sawve, Leon, , Perambulator Dealer 
Pet Nov ié Ord Decl 


Coorgr, Rosegt, Tronworker Nottingham 
Pet 1 Ord Decl 

Coorza, Buncorn, Sailmuker Warrington Pet 
Deol Ord 1 


a, asm, Bn b a Fishmonger 

eo 

Epwanrps, Grores, ra, Licensed Victualler 

whan, A Avra Howsn " Accountant High 

es lee 
Del 


Deo 2 
an Renee, Chae High Court 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 9, 1893: 








os ~\) = Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet Nov 

Taeva La = Birkdale, Yarn Agent Manchester 
Bet Dec 2. Ord Dee 2 wi 

Kemr, a oe Glos, Oil Dealer Bristol Pet Nov 


ear. ae south Wimbledon, Wine Merchant 
Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 30 
Lowe, Joszrn Carus, Liverpool, Painter Liverpool 
Dec1 Ord Decl 


Nicro.sos, Fraxcis, Morpeth, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Nov30 Ord Nov 30 
Ossonyz, Joseru, auoute Ba Yorks, Greengrocer 
P. 4 ~ Dalell, Car ter Walsall Pet I 
ITCHARD, Epwix, Wa Cones dec 
1 Ord Dec 1 
Pyusie, Tuomas Puitir, Hentland, Hereford, Farmer 
Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
ee Innkeeper Stockton 
Dee 1° Ord Dee 


Roperts, Ev.is Gairrirs, Llanberis, Carnarvon, Hotel 

etor Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

Roperts, Reperr. beris, Carnarvon, Hotel Proprietor 
Bangor Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Sritseury, Cuar.es Atrnep, Stoke Newington High Comt 
Pet Oct 26 Nov 30 

Sree.e, Hewey, pene, mg Coal Agent White- 
haven Pet Nov Ord Nov x 

Tayyenr, Joux, Winchester, Farm Bailiff Winchester Pet 
Dec2 Ord Dec 


2 
Tats, Joux Epwarp, Huddersfield, Architect Hudders- 
field Pet Dec1 Ord Decl 


Tate, Wituam, Bishop Wearmouth, Literary Professor 
Court Pet Oct4 Ord Nov 30 

Tuomas, Fronence Mancaret Mary, Camborne, 

Fancy Goods Truro Pet Nov 30 


Pet 


Repsuaw, Jonny, Stillington 
on Tees Pet Dec 


Cornwall 


Ord 


Nov 30 

bam 4 Joux, Newcastle Emlyn, Weaver Carmarthen 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 

Tuomas, Foomas, Pendre, Cardigan, Grocer Carmarthen 
Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 


Tuomrsox, Lister, Halifax, Tin-plate Worker Halifax 
Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 


Yov 22 


Turor, Josern, Halifax, Seedsman Halifax Pet N 
rd Dee 2 


0 
Tucker, A. D. M., Dulwich, Commission Agent High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 30 
Tussavp, tome, | em st, | Modeller High 
Pet Oct 2. Ord Nov 30 
Wessrenr, Josern, Darlington, Tailor Stockton on Tees 
Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 





Wirkissos, Ricnarp, Hindley, Lanes, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Wigan Pet Nov27 Ord Dec 2 | 

Witiams, ooae Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet 
Decl Ord Dec 1 


Witsox, ina Have.ocx, Camberwell, Member of Par- 
Pet Aug 31 Ord Nov 20 
Worrn, aos, Sone + ~ pam Corn Dealer Stalybridge 
2 


Wasnt, F jun, Lei 
Pet Nov 29° Ord Nov 39 


Yates, Eowix, Halifax, Joiner Halifax Pet Dec2 Ord | 
Dec 2 


Pet | 
ster, Boot Manufacturer 





FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bhepemore, Hexry Rosrxsox, Bradford, Bone Crusher 
atil Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
seat. Hexry Wittens Fides Hasting Dec 18 at 
12.30 Young & oo. Bank bid ings 
Bisouam, Artuve, Nottingham iner Dec 13 at 12 
Off Ree, 8t Peter's ( hurch walk, Nottingham 
ee. i, Jous, St Helens, Labourer Dec 13 at3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Courroxs, Tuomas Axtuoxy, Syston, Leics, Com-nission 
Dec 14 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Cooxe, Gzoroe, yt Ba Bookseller Dee 14 at 12 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Cox, Aetnvs Witiiam, Wigston 
Dec 12 ati2 Off Ree, 1, Berri , Leices 
Cusurrez, Janes Wittiam, Rochdale, Commercial Travel- 
ler Dec 14 at 2.15 Public Hall, Baillie st, Rochdale 
Dowsox, Joux Hexay, Bristol, Blind Manufacturer Dec 
13 at 12.45 Off Rec, Bank chambers, Corn st, Bristol 
Davey, Epuvcyp, Lee st, ow Grocer Dec 12 at 2.30 
rer bldgs, Carey st 
Dvugsyorp, Frevezicx Groncz, Bucklersbury, Mining 
Dec 13 at 2.30 Bankruptcy buildings, 


Corey 
Dree, Hesey, > gma Garden Deci2atil Bankruptcy 


Epwaxps, al Bagillt, Flints, Licensed Victualler 
» ——s 5 “onypt chmbrs, Chester Dee 
vaxs, Jonx, Pontycymmer, Glam, Grocer 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
F Win, Torquay, F Storeman Dec 14 at 10 
Ott Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 


_e Eowanp, > Nunhead —, Pawnbroker 
Dee 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Hau, Anruve Sauvet, Leeds, Brewer Dec 13 at 11 
22, Park row. 
Hexyaz, Wittias, Cardiff, Baker Dee 15 at 11.30 
st, Cardiff 


Bowarp Tixpat Feevixasp Haxsorrie 


Hoos. 
Hartlepool, 6 Stocktaker Dec 14 at 12.30 
Ree, 2, J Sunderland 


Howazp, Jauzs 260%, yrethens rd Dee 12 at 11 


Leics, Grocer 
icester 


Of 
Off 


West 
Off 


Jauxs, Joux, Portmadoe, Pishmonger Dee 13 at 1.45 Crypt 
Juxxisas, , Crutchedfriars, Wine Merchant Dee 13 


| BLoomrig.p, 


| BrotuHwett, 





at 12 st 
ay ny . Fish Dealer Dec 13 at 
12 Crypt chambers, “nesters 5 
Kone Pee  Nettinton Phot grapher Dec 18 at 


Kemp, Huon, 8t near Sees , Glos, Oil Dealer Dec 13 at 1.15 
Off Rec, Bank Corn st, Bristol 


Kessetmeyver, WILLIAM JOHANNES, Bowdon, Ches, Insur- 
ance Agent Dec 12 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchoter 
LaNDLeEss, WILLIAM, ad Architect Dec 15 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, i 
Lewixo, ALBERT, Gutter lane, Warehouseman Dec 12 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Lone, R, Barrow in Furness. emmy aa A ae 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in F 
MELLor, Isa, Crewe, Gent Dec 21 at 3 hovel Hotel, 
Crewe 
Morris, Anraur E Perks, Dover st, Captain Dec 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldg, Carey st 
Murray, WititamM Bensamix, Newcastle on Tyne, Pro- 
prietor of Social Club Dec 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink 
ane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Niemeyer, Cuarces Epwarp, Blackburn, Jeweller Dec 20 
at 130 County Court house, Blackburn 
Ossovurne, Josern, Sowerby. —, Yorks, Greengrocer 
Dec 18 at 11.30 Off Ree, To 41 chmbrs, Halifax 
Ripuey, M Not, Victoria mansions, Civil Engineer Dec 14 
at 11 , Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Sawyer, J W, Stamford Hi'l, Builder Dee 12‘at12 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbzs, Temple avenue 
Sins, Samugr, & Soy, West Bridgford, Lace Manufacturers 
= Watll Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 
am 
Sree.e, Henry, Egremont, Cumbs, Coal Agent Dec 18 at 
12.15 67, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Taytor, A, Nottingham, Painter Decil2at12 Off Rec, 
St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Tuaacxray, Atrrep, Lower "Tooting, Baker Dec l5at 11.30 
24, Railway epproach, London Bridge 
Tuompsoy, Lister, Halifax, Tin plate Worker Dec 18 at 
11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Turor, Josepn, Halifax, Seeésman Dec 18 at12 Off Ree, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Warres, Cuartes Heynry, Bournemouth, Builder Dec 13 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Witiass, Lis LIAM RUSSELL, ‘Albemarle st, of no occupation 
Dee 13 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Dec 18 at 3 


Wotsrexnoua, Perer, Longton, Grocer 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Wricut, Amy, Eastbourne, Lodging house Keeper Jan 11 
ati1t Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Waicat, Freperick, Leicestar, Boot Manufacturer Dec 13 
at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Yates, Eowrw, Halifax, Joiner Dec 18 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Wituiam, Watford, Butcher St Albans 

Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 28 

Josern. Crorts, Sheffield, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Sheffield Pet Nov16 Ord Decti 

Campsett, Joun Hewry, Brecon, Railway Servant Mer- 
thyr Tydfil Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Canpier, Freperick Tuomas, ahd ry Suffolk, 
Builder Colchester Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 

Cuarke, Ina, Newthorpe, Joiner Nottingham Pet Dec 2 
Jrd Dee 2 


CouLLins, +e Stourton, Farmer Salisbury Pet Nov 8 
Ord Dec 


CompTox, Baus AnTHOoxY, oe, Commission Agent 
Leicester Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 

Cooke, Rupert, Leicester, nadie Leicester Pet 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 29 

Coorer, Roper, eeu, Ironworker Nottingham 
Pet Dec1 Ord Decl 

Coorger, Wiitiam, Runcorn, Sailmaker Warrington Pet 
Dec1 Ord Decl 

Cox, Anruur tae Wigston Magna, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Dawsox, Wiitiam, Bridlington Quay, Fishmonger Scar- 
borough Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Dopws.t, CuristornerJoun, Tunbrid a Upholsterer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 

Evwarps, Gzorce, Bagillt, Flinte, Licesed Victualler 
Chester Ord Nov 30 

Fooxs, Witi1am, Torquay, Forage Storeman Exeter Ord 


Novy 30 


Powerit, Witt1am Atsert, Cheltenham, Furniture Dealer 
Cheltenham Ord Nov 29 

Prusie, Taomas Pair, Hentland, Herefurd, Farmer 
Hereford Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Ramssortoa, Epwry, Liv , Athletic Outfitter Liver- 


nevkuaes, don, Ubon elie, Raines Cini 
EDSHAW, JOHN, ‘nn ‘ton 
on Tees Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 1 pha: 
Grama. Henry, Egremont, Cumb, Coal Agent Whitehaven 
et Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


Sint Joun, Winchester, Farm Bailiff Winchester Pet 
Dec? Ord Dec 2 

Tare, Jonx Eowarv, Huddersfield, Architect Hudders- 
field Pet Dec1 Ord Decl 


Tomas, FLonence Marcaret Mary, Camborne, Cornwall, 
Dealer in Fancy Goods Truro Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Tuomas, Ft Newcastle Emlyn, Weaver Carmarthen 
Ord Nov 30 

Tuomss, Tuomas, Pendre, Cardigan, Groter Carmarthen 


1 

Tuomrsox, Lister, Halifax, Tin-plate Worker Halifax 
Ord Dec 1 

Tunor, Joseru, Halifax, Seedsman Halifax Ord Dec 2 

Wesser, J A, & Sox, Swansea, Watchmakers 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 30 

Wensster, Josern, Darlington, Tailor Stockton on Tees 
Pet Dec1 Ord Decl 

Wuysatt, heehee Stanton, Derby, Licensed Victualler 
Burton oa Trent Ord Nov 30 

WIi1x14Ms, cama. Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet 
Dec Ord Dee 1 

Wricut, Freperick, jun, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Yares, Eowiy, Halifax, Joiner Halifax Ord Dec 2 


Swansea 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Dec. 12.—Messrs. Futter, Horsey, Suxs, & Casserr, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Property (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

Dec. 15.—Messrs. Fiserv & Soys, at the Mart, F.C., at 2 
— Freehold Property (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 4). 








All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, tt is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 

cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL, 


age, 52s. 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the offce—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 





EGAL EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. J, 
LITHEBY, LL.B. Lond. anew), Prepares 
didates for Bar, Solicitors’, and B. Examina- 





Freaxe, WiLttaM Ropert, Landport, Clothier Port. th 
Pet Nov 29 Dec 2 

Guia‘, Tuomas, 
Pet Nov 24 

Hatses, WILiiam, 4 Carrier Swindon Pet 
Dec2 Ord Dec 2 

Haytox, Se coe, Folkestone, Tob Canter- 

Walsall Pet 


Pag ag _ Yorks, Engineer Scarborough 





ury 

Hitt, Sternex, Wednesbury, St 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 29 

Hircutx, Jous, & Sox, Long Eaton, Lace Manufacturers 
Derby Ord Nov 30 

Hows.t, Eva, Pontypridd. Tea Merchant Pontypridd 
Pet Dec 1 Dec 1 

Husuev, Sicucnp, Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet Nov 
30 Ord Nov 30 

Hv " > Fam Birmingham, Tailor 
Pet N 

JouLey, Avraso, Wigan, Clerk Wigan Pet Oct 27 Ord 
Nov % 

Jones, | Isaac, Smethwick, Jeweller’s Assistant 
West Bromwich Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 30 

ae Sass, Bt George, Glos, Oil Dealer Bristol Ord 





Birmingham 


Sie: A eee, Staffs, Builder Walsall Pet 


Nov17 Ord 
Menges, Isa, Crewe, Gent .Nantwich Pet Nov 10 Ord 
ec 1 


Nicno.sox, Feaxcis, Morpeth, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 


Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
Ospounse, Joomes Sowerby Bri Yorks, Gree: 
eee” tea tet by Bridge, ; ngrocer 


Pet Oct 27 Ord Deo 1 


i Pasmsses, Jsmuus, Cowden, Kent, Pork Butcher Tunbridge 
| 





oa, By post or in chambers. —-Write, 7. Mitre-court- 
uildings, Temple, E.C. 


|W Lawn. .—Great Saving.—Abstracts Copied at at 
iapenee ot, ae in —_, and Briefs One 


Penny per folio pence 
folio net 1 gee folio; Der & ote Rngromned 8, Chishostensente Eby BA, 


Chancerv-la: e, W.C. 


- « EDE AND 80N, 


ROBE Aetd MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


T Bo ies the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
9 774 Sial Bench, Corporation of London, &s. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. J 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 








